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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. CASE of South Dakota: 
H. R. 5686. A bill to provide for payments 

to counties to reimburse them for loss of tax 
receipts on account of certain land acquired 
for use by the United States; to the Com
mittee on Public Lands. 

By Mr. HOLIFIELD: 
H. R. 5687. A bill to provide for the return 

to the State of California of certain original 
documents and maps, known as the Spanish
Mexican land-grant papers, deposited in the 
National Archives; to the Committee on Post 
01Iice and Civil Service. 

By Mr. MAGEE: 
H.J. Res. 311. Joint resolution establish

ing a commission to select a site and design 
for a memorial to the contributions of mem..: 
bers of all religious faiths to American mili
tary and naval history; to the Committee on 
House Administration. 

By Mr. RODINO: 
H.J. Res. 312. Joint resolution establishing 

a commission to select a site and design for 
a memorial to the contributions of members 
of all religious faiths to A.merican military 
and naval history; to the Committee on 
House Administration. 

By Mr. HOLIFIELD: 
H. Con. Res. 105. Concurrent· resolution to 

seek development of the United Nations into 
a world federation; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of rule X:XII, me
morials were presented and ref erred as 
follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis
lature of the State of California relative to 
the package sale of alcoholic beverages on 
military and naval reservations; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. WEICHEL: 
H. R. 5688. A bill for the relief of Mr. and 

Mrs. Cleneth J. Spencer; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

1319. By Mr. WHITE of California: Petition 
of Assembly and Senate of the State of Calif
fornia relative to sale of alcoholic beverages 
on military and naval reservations; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

1320. Also, memorial of Assembly and Sen
ate of the State of California regarding regu
lation of speedboats on Lake Tahoe; to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish
eries. 

1321. Also, memorial of Assembly and the 
Senate of the State of California, to grant 
equal benefits to veterans in the postal serv
ice of the United States; to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. 

1322. Also, memorial of Assembly and Sen
ate of the State of California, for securing 
funds from the Federal Security Agency to 
pay for an adequate annual audit of the de
partment of employment; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. -

1323: By Mr. YATES: Petition of David 
Nordenmalm, Chicago, Ill., requesting con
sideration of the Townsend plan for old-age 

pensions; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

1324. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Philip 
P. Costello, city clerk, city of Perth A,mboy, 
N. J., relative to requesting the enactment of 
laws establishing a work program to provide 
jobs for the needy and distressed unem
ployed; to the Committee on Public Works. 

1325. Also, petition of National Student 
YMCA and YWCA, Topeka, Kans., rela
tive to stating their opposition to legis
lation that would dictate to educators the 
textbooks and other types of educational 
materials that can be used in the public 
schools and institutions. of higher learning 
in the United States; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

1326. Also, petition of Honolulu Japanese 
Chamber of Commerce, Honolulu, T. H., 
relative to stating their support of the Amer
ican form of democratic government and de
nouncing the Communist Party of Hawaii 
and the United States; to the Committee on 
Un-American Activities. 

1327. Also, petition of Chairman, Korean 
National Assembly, Seoul, Korea, relative to 
expressing their thanks for the military as
sistance rendered by the United States during 
the last 4 years, and requesting financial 
assistance as proposed by President Truman; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1328. Also, petition of William Waelke and 
others, Jefferson, Mo., requesting passage of 
H. R. 2135 and H. R. 2136, known as the 
Townsend plan; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

1329. Also, petition of Mrs. Emily Chapin 
and others, St. Petersburg, Fla., requesting 
passage of H. R. 2135 and H. R. 2136, known 
as the Townsend plan; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

SENATE 
"'\VEDNESDAY,JULY 20, 1949 

<Legislative day of Thursday, June 2, 
1949) 

The Senate met, in executive session, 
at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration 
of the recess. 

Rev. R. Orman Roberts, D. D., Temple 
Methodist Church, San Francisco, Calif., 
offered the following prayer: 

As the hart panteth after the water 
brooks, so panteth our souls after Thee, O 
God. Thou hast made us for Thyself, 
and we are restless until we find our rest 
in Thee. 

The perplexing problems, the demands 
on body, mind, and spirit, the turmoil 
and strife of our days would cause us to 
echo the words of the ancient psalmist 
"Why art Thou cast down, O my soul: 
and why art Thou disquieted within 
me?" But we are grateful, our Father, 
that as we find our rest in Thee we can 
know, like the psalmist, that Thou art 
the health of our countenance, and our 
God. 

So, Lord, drop Thy still dews of quiet
ness 'til all our strivings cease; take from 
our souls the strain and stress, and let 
our ordered lives confess the beauty of 
Thy peace. In the dear Redeemer's 
name we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. LucAs, and by unani
mous consent, the reading of the Journal 
of the proceedings of Tuesday, July 19, 
1949, was dispensed with. ...__ 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. LUCAS. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre
tary will call the roll. 

The roll was called, and the followine: 
Senator.s answered to their names: 
Aiken Hill Morse 
Anderson Hoey Mundt 
Baldwin Holland Murray 
Brewster Humphrey Myers 
Bricker Hunt Neely 
Bridg€s Ives O'Conor 
Butler Jenner O'Mahoney 
Byrd Johnson, Colo. Pepper · 
Cain Johnson, Tex. Reed 
Ce..pehart Johnston, S. c. Rooertson 
Chapman Kefauver Russell 
Chavez Kem Saltonstall 
Connally Kerr Schoeppel 
Cordon Knowland Smith, Maine 
Donnell Langer Smith, N. J. 
Dulles Lodge Sparkman 
Eastland Long Stennis 
Ecton Lucas Taft 
Flanders McCarran Taylor 
Frear McCarthy Thomas, Okla. 
Fulbright McClellan Thomas, Utah 
George McFarland Thye 
Gillette McKeUar Tobey 
Graham McMahon Vandenberg 
Green Magnuson Watkins 
Gurney Malone Wherry 
Hayden Martin Wiley 
Hendrickson Maybank Withers 
Hickenlooper Millikin Young 

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DouGLAS] the 
Senator from California [Mr. DowN'EY] 
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr: 
KILGORE], the Senator from Rhode Is
land [Mr. McGRATH], the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. MILLER], and the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS] are de.., 
tained on official business in meetings of 
committees of the Senate.· 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER] is absent by leave of the Sen.: 
ate on official business, having ·been ap
pointed an adviser to the delegation of 
the United States of America to the 
Second World Health Organization As
sembly, meeting at Rome, Italy. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] is absent on official business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
present. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate a message from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

. <For nominations this day received: 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY
DECLARATION 

Mr. WHERRY . (for himself, Mr. TAFT, 
and Mr. WATKINS) submitted a declara
tion, intended to be proposed by them 
jointly, to the resolution of ratificatio~ 
of the North Atlantic Treaty, signed at 
Washington on April 4, 1949 <Ex. L., 8lst 
Cong., 1st sess.), which was ordered to 
lie on the table, to be printed, and to be 
printed in the RECORD,"as follows: 

At the end of the resolution of ratification, 
insert the · following: 

"The United States of America ratifies this 
treaty with the understanding that article 
3 commits none of the parties thereto, 
morally or legally, to furnish or supply arms, 
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armaments, military, naval, or air equipment 
or military, naval, or air supplies to any 
other party or parties to this treaty." 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMIS-
SION-NOMINATION OF EDWARD 
MOUNT WEBSTER 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the nomination of Ed
ward Mount Webster to be a member of 
the Federal Communications Commis
sion. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? The Chair hears none. 

Without objection, the nomination is 
confirmed; and, without objection, the 
President will be notified forthwi~h. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, communicated to the 
Senate the resolutions of the House 
adopted as a tribute to the memory of 
Hon. Frank Murphy, late Associate 
Justice of the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

The message announced that the 
House had passed the following bills, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H. R. 5327. An act to continue until the 
close of J une 30, 1950, the e;uspension of 
duties and import taxes on metal scrap, and 
for other purposes; and 

H. R . 5332. An act to amend section 3 of 
the act of June 18, 1934, relating to the 
establishment of foreign-trade zones. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 

·following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the Vice President: 

S. 255. An act to amend section 205 of the 
Interstate Commerce Act, relating to joint 
boards; 

S. 937. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Treasury to effect the payment of 
certain claims against the United States; 

S. 1279. An act to amend the Federal Air
port Act so as to provide that minimum rates 
of wages need Pit specified only in contracts 
in excess of $2,600; 

S. 1280. An act to amend the Federal Air
port Act so as to limit to 10 percent any 
increase of the amount stated as a maximum 
obligation under a grant agreement; 

S. 1639. An act to amend section 1452, Re
vised Statutes, relating to Presidential action 
on the proceedings and decisions of Navy 
retiring boards; and 

H. R. 3901. An act to increase the salaries 
of the judges of the Municipal Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia and 
the Municipal Court for the District of 
Columbia. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE LEGISLATIVE 
BUSINESS 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Members of the 
Senate be permitted to introduce bills 
and joint resolutions, offer petitions and 
memorials, and ~ubmit routine matters 
for the RECORD, as though the Senate 
were in the morning hour, and without 
debate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
ref erred as indicated: 
EVALUATION AND WAIVER OF COLLECTION OF 

CERTAIN FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE LoANS 
A letter from the Secretary of State, trans

mitting a draft of proposed legislation to au
thorize the Secretary of State to evaluate and 
to waive collection of certain financial as
sistance loans, and for other purposes (with 
an accompanying paper); to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 
TEMPORARY AID TO AND REPATRIATION OF CER

TAIN UNITED STATES NATIONALS IN FOREIGN 
COUNTRIES 
A letter from the Secretary of State, trans

mitting a draft of proposed legislation to au
thorize temporary aid to and repatriation of 
needy nationals of the United States in for
eign countries, and for other purposes (with 
an accompanying paper); to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 
AUTHORIZATION FOR CERTAIN PERSONS To AC

CEPT AND WEAR DECORATIONS FROM FOREIGN 
COUNTRIES 
A letter from the Secretary of State, trans

mitting, pursuant to law, a report on retired 
officers or employees of the United States for 
whom the Department of State is holding 
decorations, orders, medals, or presents ten
dered them by foreign governments, and rec
ommending legislation to authorize certain 
retired officers or employees of the United 
States to accept and wear certain decorations 
bestowed upon them by certain foreign coun
tries (with an accompanying paper); to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

COMPENSATION FROM DUAL EMPLOYMENTS 
UNDER THE UNITED STATES 

A letter from the President of the United 
States Civil Service Commission, transmitting 
a draft of proposed legislation to simplify 
and consolidate the laws relating to the re
ceipt of compensation from dual employ
ments under the United States, and for other 
purposes (with an accompanying paper); to 
the Committe on Post Office and Civil Service. 

REPORT OF ACTIVITIES AND TRANSACTIONS UNDER 
MERCHANT SHIP SALES ACT OF 1946 

A letter from the Chairman of the Mari
time Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the quarterly report of that Commis5ion 
on the activities and transactions under the 
Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946, for the 
period March 31, 1949, throug,b. June 30, 1949 
(with an accompanying report); to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

REPORT ON CERTAIN PHASES OF NATIONAL 
SERVICE LIFE INSURANCE ACT AND FUND 

A letter from the Compt roller General of 
the United States, transmitting, for the in
formation of-the Senate, a report with respect 
to certain phases of the National Service Life 
Insurance Act and the National Service Life 
Insurance Fund (with· an accompanying re
port); to the Committee on Finance. 

REPORT ON NUMBER OF PROFESSORS AND 
INSTRUCTORS AND THEIR SALARIES, UNITED 
STATES NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the 
Navy, reporting, pursuant to law, on the 
number of professors and instructors and 
the amount of compensation for each at the 
United States Naval Postgraduate School; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

INTERNAL SECURITY OF THE UNITED STATES 
A letter from the Attorney General, urging 

the early enactment of the bill (S. 595) re
lating to the internal security of the United 
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

_INTERNATIONAL WHE,\T AGREEMENT 
A-letter from the Secretary of Agriculture, 

transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to give effect to the international wheat 
agreement signed by the United States and 
other countries relating to the stabilization 
of supplies and prices in the international 
wheat market (with an accompanying 
paper) ; to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

Petitions, etc., were laid before the 
Senate, and ref erred as indicated: 

By the VICE PRESIDENT: 
The petition of the Central Florida Town

send Clubs, comprising the Fifth Congres
sional District in the State of Florida, pray
ing for the enactment of the so-called 
Townsend plan, providing old-age assistance; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

Resolutions adopted by the Gibson County 
(Ind.) Bar Association, of Princeton, Ind., 
favoring the appointment of Judge A. Dale 
Eby, of Princeton, to be judge of the United 
States Circuit Court of Appeals for the Sev
enth Circuit; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

A resolution adopted by the Honolulu 
(T. H.) Japanese Chamber of Commerce, re
lating to communism; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

A resolution adopted by the Watertown 
(Mass.) · Council, No. 155, Knights of Colum
bus, relating to the unification of all the 
counties of Ireland; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

A resolution adopted by the Democratic 
Executive Committee of Lincoln County; 
Miss., relating to the rights of the States to 
govern themselves without interference by 
the Federal Government; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

A letter from Representative HARRY R. 
SHEPPARD, chairman of the California con
gressional delegation, enclosing a statement 
by him, and a resolution adopted by the 
delegation, affirming its unqualified opposi
tion to the central Arizona project, and its 
unanimous support of legislation designed to 
bring the entire question of water rights on 
the Colorado River to the Supreme Court of 
the . United States for decision (with an 
accompanying paper); to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

A letter from the Commonwealth of 
Kentucky l)epartment of Aeronautics, 
Franli:fort, Ky., signed by Charles H. Gartrell, 
Commissioner, enclosing a portion of a reso
lution adopted at an aviation forum under 
the auspices of that department, protesting 
against anyone, except the issuing Federal 
agency having the authority to pick up the 
Federal certificate of any airman; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

A letter in the nature of a memorial from 
the Daughters of. Isabella, Kentucky State 
Circle, Owensboro, Ky., remonstrating 
against the enactment of the so-called 
Barden bill, providing Federal aid to educa
tion; to the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare. 

A resolution adopted by the Blessed Martin 
Interracial Group of Philadelphia, Pa., re
lating to the use of Federal funds for non
public school children; to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. 

Resolutions adopted by the Cumberland 
County (N. J.) Medical Society; the Iowa 
State Dental Hygienists Association; the 
Mahoning Couny (Ohio) Chapter of the 
Academy of General Practice, and the San 
Diego County (Calif.) Dental Hygienists 
Association, protesting against the enact
ment of legislation pr.oviding compulsory 
health insurance; to the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare. 
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Petitions of sundry veterans enrolled at the 

Texas Trade School, Texarkana, Tex.; the 
Rapids Parish Trade Institute, and the 
Alexandria Trade School, both of Alexandria, 
La., and the New Mexico Trade School, Al
buquerque, N. Mex., praying for the enact
ment of House bill 1966 and Senate bill 1150, 
establishing a procedure by which the Ad
ministrator may assure veterans full edu
cational and training opportunities com-

• mensurate with the tuition charges by edu
cational and training institutions; to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

A resolution adopted by the Rocky Moun
tain region of the- national student YMCA 
and YWCA, assembled at Estes Par-k, Colo., 

' relating to academic freedom; to the Com
mittee on Labor and PUblic Welfare. 

A memorial of sundry veterans; employees 
of the Veterans' Administration, regional 
office, Cincinnati, Ohio, remonstrating 
against the enactment of legislation to de
prive the veteran of certain employment 
rights and privileges heretofore granted by 
the Congress; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

A letter in the nature of a petition from 
the National Council of Jewish Women, Inc., 
of New York, N. Y., signed by Mrs. Mildred 
G. Welt, national president, relating to ap
propriations for the European recovery pro
gram; ordered to lie on the table. 

PARTICIPATION IN FEDERAL WORKS PRO-
GRAM BY CITY OF NEW KENSINGTON, 
PA. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, I present 
for appropriate reference and ask unan
imous consent to have printed in the 

. RECORD a letter from L. G. Heinle, city 
clerk of New Kensington, Pa., embody
inr. a resolution adopted by the City 
Council of New Kensington, Pa., relat
ing to participation by that city in any 
Federal works program. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ref erred to the Committee on Public 
Works and ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CITY OF NEW KENSINGTON, 
New Kensington, Pa., July 13, 1949. 

Hon. FRANCIS MYERS, 
United States Senator, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR MYERS: I hereby certify that 

the following resolution was adopted at a 
special meeting of city council held July 12, 
1949, and that this is a true and correct copy 
of the resolution as contained in. the minute 

1.. book for the above-mentioned meeting: 
"Resolved by the Council of the City of 

New Kensington, That the city will partici
pate in any Federal works program enacted 
by Congress, also any public housing and 
slum-clearance programs planned by the 
State or Federal Government; and be it fur
ther 

"Resolved, That certified copies of this reso
lution properly authenticated be sent forth
with to United States Senators FRANCIS MYERS 
and EDWARD MARTIN and Congressman AU
GUSTINE B. KELLEY." 

L. G. HEINLE, 
City Clerk. 

AID TO ECONOMICALLY DISTRESSED 
AREAS 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, I present 
for appropriate reference and ask unan
imous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD a letter addressed to me from Er
minio J. Cefalo, president, Junior Cham
ber of Commerce of Greater Pittston, Pa., 
together with a letter from Mr. Cefalo 
to Hon. Charles Sawyer, Secretary of 

Commerce, Washington, D. C., relating to 
aid to economically distressed areas. 

There being no· objection, the letters 
were ref erred to the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

JUNIOR CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
OF GREATER PITTSTON, 

Pittston, Pa., July 15, 1949. 
Senator FRANCIS J. MYERS, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: The Junior Chamber of 
Commerce of Greater Pittston at a meeting 
Thursday night, July 14, 1949, adopted a 
resolution seeking the aid the President's 
new program to aid distressed areas and 
unanimously voted.to send the following tele
gram ·to Hon. John R. Steelman, Presidential 
aide: 

"The Junior Chamber of Commerce of 
Greater Pittston earnestly requests you fully 
consider anthracite-coal region in keeping 
with President Truman's statement that he 
plans to have an extensive program to aid 
economically distressed areas. 

"We have a serious unemployment problem 
and wish to invite you to come here and 
meet with civic and business leaders of the 
anthracite region to discuss these problems." 

ERMINIO J. CEFALO, 
President. 

COPY OF LETTER SENT TO HON. CHARLES SAWYER, 
SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, BY 
THE GREATER PITTSTON JUNIOR CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE, PITI'STQN, PA. 

JULY 16, 1949. 
Hon. CHARLES SAWYER, 

Secretary, Department of Commerce, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR~ SAWYER: In keeping with Presi
dent Truman's program to have Government 
agencies help distressed areas by purchasing 
and ·bY other means, the junior chamber of 
commerce of greater Pittston, sent the fol
lowing telegram to Dr. John R. Steelman, 
Presidential afde, copies of which have been 
forwarded to Congressman DANIEL FLOOD and 
Senator FRANCIS J. MYERS: 

"The Junior Chamber of Commerce of 
Greater Pittston earnestly requests you fully 
consider anthracite coal region in keeping 
with President Truman's statement that he 
plans to have an extensive program to aid 
economically distressed areas. 

"We have a serious unemployment prob
lem and wish to invite you to come here 
and meet with civic and business leaders of 
the anthracite region to discuss .these prob
lems." 

We note in the press dispatches that you 
are to visit the New England States on Mon
day, July 25, in order to confer with leaders 
of that area on the economic.conditions. 

We wish to extend an invitation to you 
to visit and meet with the business and·civic . 
leaders of the anthracite coal region to 
discuss the problem of unemployment. As 
you .know, we are one of the 10 most de
pressed economic areas in the entire United 
States. 

Pittston is the geographic center of the 
Wilkes-Barre-Scranton area included in the 
President's program. 

Your visit here will pring together the 
business and civic leaders in the entire 
Wilkes-Barre-Scranton area. 

Trusting we may hear from you and that 
you will find it possible to come here· on the 
return trip from the New England States. 

Yours very sincerely, 
EaMINIO J. CEFALO, 

President. 

FEDERAL AID TO EDUCATION-LETTER 
FROM PATRICK A. TOMPKINS 

·- Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I have re
ceived a most interesting letter from 

Patrick A. Tompkins, who is commis~ 
sioner of the department of public wel
fare of the Commonwealth of Massachu
setts. I am advised that in addition to 
the post which he now holds, he has also 
served as director of social welfare in 
the State of New York. 

Speaking with this authoritative back
ground, he says with special reference 
to the subject of Federal aid to educa
tion that there is what he describes as 
a gradual usurpation of State discretion 
in the development of its own plans while 
utilizing Federal grants-in-aid. 

This same gradual infiltration in the 
educational system may, he says, lead 
to the point where the State, let alone 
individual cities, towns, or free-school 
districts would have no voice in the de
termination of standards of education, 
the certification of teachers, the content 
of curricula or any of the indirectly or 
directly related functions of school man
agement which are incidental to a well
regulated educational program. 

"It would not at all surprise me,'' he 
concludes, "to find graduates of other
wise recognized colleges and universi
ties discredited by a Federal Bureau of 
Education because the teaching curric
ulum leading to a degree did not include 
subject matter on the must list of the 
agency allotting Federal grants in edu
cation." 

Commissioner Tompkins adds, "In 
substance, the Federal bureaus are too 
far removed from the operating unit of 
government to appreciate and under
stand the individual constitutions of 
States, the cultures and desires of the 
peoples within those States, and accept 
the pace and the timing and improve
ment in the culture of America that is 
the bulwark of our great country." 

This relates to such a vitally important 
subject and comes from sU:ch an authori
tative source that I ask unanimous con

. sent that the letter be printed in full 
at this point in the RECORD and appro
priately ref erred. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ref erred to the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare and ordered to be 
p:finted in the RECORD, as follows: 

The COMMONWEALTH OF 
MASSACHUSETTS, 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE, 
Statehouse, Boston, June 27, 1949. 

Hon. HENRY CABOT LODGE, Jr., 
Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR: As I am a resident of 
the Commonwealth, as well as State com
missioner of public welfare and the father of 
seven children, I have naturally been con
cerned about a variety of legislation imping
ing upon both the provisions of the social 
Security Act and the President's recent rec
ommendation for a cabinet position for the 
department of public welfare. My particu
lar interest at the immediate moment has 
been the proposed Federal aid-to-education 
bill embracing an appropriation of $300,-
000,000. Such a bill, by its very nature, will, 
of course, affect every family in the United 
States having children of school age. Apart 
from my interest as a parent and the fact 
that the department which I have the priv
llege to head ·i:ri.cludes the largest child
welfare unit in the United States of America, 
I am concerned a.bout the proposed Federal 
grants-in-aid over a period of almost 17 
years both as a director of social welfare in 
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the State of New York- and, since my diS
charge from the Army in 1945, as commis
sioner of public welfare in the Common
wealth of Massachusetts. 

This concern has been increasing both in 
intensit y and degree for the last several 
years and relates specifically to what I con
sider to be a gradual usurpation of State dis
cretion in the development of its own plans 
while utilizing Federal grants-in-aid. Natu
rally, there is not any major change in pol
icy or policy making initiated by the Fed
eral Security Administration nor has there 
been any abrupt or arbitrary departure re
flected at any one given moment from the 
original intent of Congress to provide such 
grants-in-aid to States which submitted ap
proved plans in accordance with their own. 
constitutions and their own statutes. 
Rather, there has been a gradual ·intrusion 
upon State discretion even to the point of 
language usage and to the further point 
where langu age is presented by the Federal 
Security AdminiStration which must be used· 
by .the States in the development and execu
tion of their plans. Most of this gradual in
filtration into State discretion can be traced 
to the change of standards of administration 
to requirements of administration. This rep
resents a new interpretation to Federal laws 
which, in substance, have not been changed 
since 1935 except as they have increased the 
Federal mat ching formula. 

My concern with respect to Federal aid to 
education is related to exactly this same pos
sibility of gradual infiltration in the educa
tional system to the point where the State, 
let alone individual cities, towns, or free 
school districts would have no voice in the 
determination of standards of education, the 
certification of teachers, the content of cur-

. ricula or any of the indirectly or directly re
lated functions of school management which 
are incidental to a well-regulated educational 
program. It would not at all surprise me to 
find ·gr_aduates of otherwise re~ognized col
leges and · universities discredit~d by a Fed
eral Bureau of Education because the· teach
ing curriculum leading to a degree did not 
include subject matter on the "must" list 
of the agency allotting Federal grants-in
educat ion. 

In substance, the Federal Bureaus are too 
far removed from the operating unit of Gov
ernment to appreciate and understand the 
individual constitutions of States, the cul
tures and desires of the ·peoples within those 
States, and accept the pace and the timing 
and improvement in the culture of America.. 
that is the bulwark of our great country. 

To use an illustration that I have em
ployed in the past, may I say that "to pour 
a pail of culture over the uncultured through 
the medium of dollars and cents does not 
change the basic pattern of the individual, 
hiS appetites, or his weaknesses." Essen
tially we are all imperfect, even those who 
Insist that perfectionism is more important 
than humanity. The perfect technique as in 
the case of the surgeon does not necessarily 
result in an improvement of the patient. 
This is equally true of education and public 
welfare. It is essential that State discretion 
in the development of programs best suited 
to the needs and the desires of the peoples 
of the individual States remain with those 
States and that if Federal grants-in-aid are 
to be the :pattern of our country for educa
tion and public welfare, that specific, deter
ring checks on the Federal agencies be made 
and that the authority, discretion, and limi
tations of the Federal Bureau in allotting 
such grants-in-aid shall be similarly spelled 
out in a language of the law. 

Certainly, there should be no acceptance 
of such grants-in-aid conditioned upon a 
method of selection of personnel dictated by 
the Federal bureau nor related to a school 
of a size acceptable to the Federal Bureau. 
Such decisions should be left to the individ-

ual States with standards as objectives to
ward which States should make gradual 
progress. 

Very truly yours, 
PATRICK A. TOMPKINS, 

Commissioner. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from ·0he Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

S. 1530. A bill for the relief of Public 
Utility District No. 1, of Cowlitz County, 
Wash.; without amendment (Rept. No. 731). 

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary: 

S. 1681. A bill to prohibit the picketing of 
courts; with an· amendment (Rept. No. -732). 

By Mr. GRAHAM, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary: 

S.1837. A bill to amend the Trading With 
the Enemy Act; with an amendment (Rept. 
No. 734). 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado, from the 
Committee on Interstate.- and Foreign Com
merce: 

S. 1284. A bill to amend section 6 of the 
Federal Airport Act; with an amendment 
(Rept. No. 730). 

By Mr. KNOWLAND (for Mr. TYDINGS)' 
from the Committee on Armed Services: 

H. R. 5007. A bill to provide pay, allow
ances, and physical-disability retirement for 
members of the Army, Navy, Air Force, 
Marine Corps, Coast Guard, Coast and Geo
detic Survey, Public Health Service, the Re
serve components thereof, the National 
Guard, and the Air National Guard, and for 
other purposes; with amendments (Rept . 
No. 733). . 

By Mr. O'MAHONEY, from the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs: · . 

H. R. 1997. A bill to authorize the survey 
of a proposed Mississippi River Parkway for . 
the purpose of determining the feasibility of 
such a national parkway, and for at.her pur
poses; without amendment (Rept. No. 735). 

By Mr. MURRAY, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs: 

S.1890. A bill to authorize acquisition by 
the county of Missoula, State of Montana, of 
certain lands for public-use purposes; with 
an amendment (Rept. No. 737); 

S.1891. A bill to provide for the convey
ance of certain land in Missoula County, 
Mont., to the State of Montana for the use 
and benefit of Montana State University; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 736); 

H. R. 1720. A bill to provide for the con
veyance of certain land in· Missoula County, 
Mont., to the State of Montana for the use 
and benefit of .Montana State University; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 736); and 

H. R . 2197. A bill to authorize acquisition 
by the county of Missoula, State of Montana, 
of certain lands for public-use purposes; 
with an amendment (Rept. No. 737). 

REPORTS ON DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE 
PAPERS 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
from the Joint Select Committee on the 
Disposition of Executive Papers, to which 
were referred for examination and rec
ommendation three lists of records 
transmitted to the Senate by the Ar
chivist of the United States that ap
peared to have no permanent value or 
historical 'interest, submitted reports 
thereon pursuant to law. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, J~y 20, 1949, he presented 

to the President of the_ United States 
the following enrolled bills: 

S. 255. An act to amend section 205 of the 
Interstate Commerce Act, relating to joint 
boards; 

S. 937. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Treasury to effect the payment of cer
tain claims against the United States; ·· 

S. 1279. An act to amend the Federal Air
port Act so as to provide that minimum 
rates of wages need be specified only in con
tracts in excess of $2,000; 

S. 1280. An act to amend the Federal Air
port Act so as to limit to 10 percent any . 
increase of the amount stated as a maximum 
obligation under a grant agreement; and 

S. 1639. An act to amend sect~on 1452, Re
vised Statutes, relating to Presidential action 
on the proceedings and decisions of Navy 
retiring boards. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
INTRODUCED 

Bills and joint resolutions were intro
duced, read the first time, and, by unani
mous consent, the second time, and re
f erred as follows: 

By Mr. LUCAS: 
S. 2285. A bill for the relief of the E. Burn

ham School of Beauty Culture; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ANDERSON (for himself and 
Mr. CHAVEZ): 

S. 2286. A bill authorizing transfer of land 
to the county of Bernalillo, State of New 
Mexico, for a hospital site; to the Committee 
o~ Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. YOUNG (for himself and Mr. 
RUSSELL): 

S. 2287. A bill to give effect to the Inter
national Wheat Agreement entered into by 
the United States and other countries relat
ing to the stabilization of supplies and 
prices in the international wheat market; 
to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forest ry. 

By Mr. THYE: 
S. 2288. A bill for the relief of Moorhead 

Machinery & Boiler Co., a partner.ship; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. THYE (for himself and Mr. 
HUMPHREY): 

S. 2289. A bill to authorize the ex.change 
of Wildlife Refuge lands within the State of 
Minnesota; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs . . 

By Mr. CHAPMAN: 
S. 2290. A bill to authorize an appropria

tion for the making of necessary improve
ments in the cemetery plots at the Blue Grass 
Ordna-nce-Depot, Richmond, Ky.; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. HOEY: 
S. 2291. A bill for tQ.e relief of James I. 

Bartley; to_ the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. HOLLAND (by request): 

S. 2292. A bill for the relief of Emile J. 
Gauthier; to the Committee on Finance, 

By Mr. PEPPER: 
S. 2293. A bill for the relief of Fritz van 

Opel; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. McCARRAN: -

S. 2294. A bill to amend the Contract Set
tlement Act of 1944 so as to authorize the 
payment of fair compensation to persons 
contracting to deliver certain strategic or 
critical minerals or metals in cases of failure 
to recover reasonable costs, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KNOWLAND: 
S. 2295. A bill for the relief of Francesca 

Lucareni, a minor; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado: 
S. 2296. A bill for the relief of Maria Ci

~erelli; and 

• 
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S. 2297. A bill for the relief of the estate 

of Lee Jones Cardy; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. WILEY: 
s. 2298. A bill to authorize the Administra

tor of Veterans' Affairs to convey certain 
lands and to lease certain other land to Mil
waukee County, Wis.; to the Committee on 
Finance. . 

(Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina intro
duced Senate Joint Resolution 119, to amend 
the act of June 30, 1949, which increased 
the compensation of certain employees of 
the District of Columbia, so as to clarify 
the provisions relating to retired policemen 
and firemen, which was referred to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia, and ap
pears under a separate heading.) 

(Mr. McCARRAN introduced Sf:lnate Joint 
Resolution 120, proposing an amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States to 
restore the same rights to tbe Indian tribes 
which are enjoyed by all citizens of the 
United States, which was referred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary, and appears under 
a separate heading.) 

COMPENSATION OF RETIRED POLICEMEN 
AND FIREMEN OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
Mr. President, I introduce for appropri
ate reference a joint resolution to amend 
the act of June 30, 1949, which increased 
the compensation of certain employees 
of the District of Columbia, so as to 
clarify the provisions relatir:g to retired 
policemen and firemen. 

The joint resolution would provide 
specific authority for the Commissioners 
of the District of Colµnibia to pay the 
retired members of the Metropolitan 
Police, United States Park Police, the 
White House Police, and the Fire De
partment of the District of Columbia 
retroactively to June 30, 1948. It would 
also provide authority for the Commis
sioners of the District of Columbia to pay 
this group of retired employees without 
the necessity of these employees making 
requests that these funds be made avail
able to them. 

Under a decision of the Comptroller 
General of March 4, 1949, the Commis
sioners would not have authority to pay 
~is .group of employees unless applica
tion were actually made for the payment 
of these funds and at the time this com
mittee considered the original salary in
crease bill, H. R. 3088, it was the inten
tion of the committee that all groups of 
employees should receive this additional 
compensation without the necessity of 
having to make application to any source 
for this money. This intent would be 
carried out by this legislation. 

The joint resolution <S. J. Res. 119) 
to amend the act of June 30, 1949, which 
increased the compensation of certain 
employees of the District of Columbia, 
so as to clarify the provisions relating to 
retired policemen and firemen, intro
duced by Mr. JOHNSTON of South Caro
lina, was read twice by its title, and re
f erred to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 
AMENDMENT OF CONSTITUTION RELAT

ING TO RIGHTS OF INDIAN TRIBES 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
introduce for appropriate reference a 

joint resolution proposing an amend
ment to the Constitution of the United 
States to restore the same rights to the 
Indian tribes which are enjoyed by all 
citizens of the United States, and I ask 
leave to have printed in the RECORD in 
connection with · the joint resolution a 
statement giving reasons why the com
merce clause of the Constitution should 
be amended with respect to commerce 
with the Indians. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the joint resolution will be re
ceived and appropriately ref erred, and, 
without objection, the statement will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The joint resolution <S. J. Res. 120) 
propasing an amendment to the Consti
tution of the United States to restore the 
same rights to the Indian tribes which 
are enjoyed by all citizens of the United 
States, introduced by Mr. McCARRAN, was 
read twice by its title, and ref erred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

The statement presented by Mr. 
McCARRAN is as follows: 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR McCARRAN ON REASONS 

WHY THE COMMERCE CLAUSE OF THE CON
STITUTION SHOULD BE AMENDED WITH 
RESPECT TO COMMERCE WITH THE INDIANS 
The commerce clause of the Constitution 

delegates the following powers to Congress, 
quoting verbatim: "To regulate commerce 
with foreign nations, and among the several 
States, and with the Indian tribes." 1 For the 
reasons stated below it is highly desirable 
that the phrase "and with the Indian tribes" 
should be stricken out from this clause as 
soon as possible by proper constitutional 
amendment. · Commerce has since been ex
tended to mean all matters pertaining to 
Indian tribal affairs in this instance, and 
therefore has been assumed to justify activi
ties . of the Indian Bureau and Congress in 
relation to Indians. 

The argument for removing this phrase is 
that conditions have changed immeasurably 
since the Constitution was formulated. Let 
us go back to the period when the Constitu
tion was adopted in 1787. At that time 
most of the significant Indian tribes were 
situated on the frontier and were outside 
the area of settlement of the white man. On 
the Carolina and Georgia frontier there were 
Cherokees and Creeks, strong tribes both of 
them; on the New York frontier were the 
Iroquois, a very potent confederacy Of fight
ing tribes. In Kentucky and Tennessee there 
were some precariously situated white out
posts whose very existence was continuously 
in jeopardy due to the presence of powerful 
Indian groups to the north and to the south. 

Under the Articles of Confederation the 
powers of the central Government over In
dian affairs had been very unclearly defined 
and inadequately asserted although the In
dian tribes were in general regarded as for
eign nations. In 1784 the Legislature of New 
York ordered the Governor and commission
ers to treat with the Indians residing within 
the State. The State of North Carolina like
wise was engaged in extending State juris
diction over the Ch~rokees and at the same 
time Georgia was treating with Cherokees 
and Creeks. 

Probably one of the most potent factors 
which led the Constitutional Convention to 
place the power over Indian trade in con
gressional hands was the influenie of foreign 
agents over the Indians. During the revolu
tion American traders faced with the oppo
sition of British traders in the South. After 
the war these British traders, now under 
Spanish masters, tried to prevent the western 

1 Art. I, sec. 8, par. 3. 

expansion of American trade and settlement 
through their in:fiuence with the Indians. 
In addition although Americans were in
terested in securing control over the fur 
trade they were unable to capture any of the 
strategic fur trading posts during the Rev
olution. After the war the British traders 
still held these posts in the Northwest and 
thereby maintained powerful economic pres
sure on many of the tribes. This led to 
zealous interest on the part of the Continen
tal Congress in finding some means of secur
ing Indian trade and goods. This interest, 
incidently, led to the appointment in 1786 
of two secretaries of Indian trade responsible 
to the Secretary of War. 

At the time when the Constitution was 
adopted, then, a strong central Government 
control over Indian trade and Indian affairs 
appeared to be a matter of political expe
diency. If the individual States had been 
allowed to make separate treaties with In
dian tribes, especially since some of these 
ti'ibes were undoubtedly under the 'potent 
influence of foreign nations, it would have 
exercised a dividing force on th new Amer
ican Republic. Thus it can be seen that in 
view of the circumstances which faced them 
the men who drew up the Constitution had 
no other course than to assign control of 
the Indian trade and Indian affairs to 
Congress. 

But the circumstances which prevailed in 
1787 have greatly changed during the last 
150 years. The expansion of American ter
ritory and settlement has spanned to conti
nent. The old Indian frontier problems 
have disappeared as have also the powerful 
Indian tribal governments which were so 
significant in 1787. As far back as 1871 the 
United States abandoned the usage of mak
ing treaties with the Indian tribes as if they 
were foreign nations. Instead of treaties , 
Congre5s undertook to regulate ·Indian affairs 
by statutory enactment. .A special Federal · 
agency, the Bureau ·of Indian Affairs, bad 
be.en organized in 1824 in the executive de
partment · to handle the function of Federal 
control over these matters. 

The Indians of today constitute an insig- . 
nificant racial minority of our 140,000,000 
population, whereas in 1787 the frontier In
dians ·constituted an appreciable factor in 
proportion to the white population of 3 to 
4 million. 

It . is becoming increasing difficult to dis
tinguish an "Indian" from the other citizens 
9f the Nation. In fact Congress made all . 
Indians citizens in 1924 by joint resolution 
of the two Houses. Yet, due to powers em
bodied in the commerce clause, the Federal 
Government continues to control by special 
regulations and legislation the lives and 
property of those citizens who are arbitrarily 
classed as "Indian." As long ago as 1899 
in Keith v. United States et al. (58 Pac. 
507) the child of a white father and an In
dian mother was held to be a non-Indian. 
Yet today there are many persons of infi
nitesimal proportions of Indian blood, even 
one two hundred an.d fifty-sixths, who are 
under special regulation as "Indians." 

Probably very few of us, accustomed as we 
are to the full exercise of 01 1 r citizenship 
rights, have any conception of the restric- · 
tions which are imposed by Federal control 
over our Indian fellow citizens. It may be 
in point to enumerate a few of these pa
ternalistic forms of discrimination and spe
cial treatment, as follows: (1) About half 
of the Indian children in the United States 
who attend school must do so at special In
dian schools maintained by the Indian 
Bureau rather than public schools;· (2) 
When ill the average Indian, if he is to get 
any attention p.t all must go to an Indian 
Bureau physician or nurse or enter an In
dian Bureau 'hospital; (3) The restricted 
Indian cannot buy, sell, or lease land except 
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as Indian Bureau regulations or rules im
posed by a tribal organization sponsored by 
the ;rndian Bureau permit; (4) The restricted 
Indian cannot have access to his own funds 
deposited in the Federal Treasury; (5) When 
he is on the reservation the Indian is subject 
to Indian Bureau police, courts, and jails, 
and various so-called "tribal" regulations; 
( 6) The Indian who is in need of the social 
security protection accorded all other citi
zens often finds himself solely dependent 
on the Indtan Bureau for relief and welfare 
assistance; (7) Indian veterans find in prac
tic" that Indian Bureau regulations prevent 
their obtaining of GI loans under the GI 
bill of Rights; (8) The Indian cannot buy 
or sell alcoholic liquors nor consume them 
on or off the reservation; (9) Freedom of 
business enterprise on Indian reservations 
is completely hamstrung by Indian Bureau 
"tribal" organizations and corporations or 
by Bureau regulations directly; (10) Under 
present conditions it generally requires a 
special act of Congress to free each indi
vidual Indian from the restrictions on his 
property imposed by the Indian Bureau. In 
fact the initiative c.o:Z the Indian has been 
almost completely stifled by the paternalism 
of special Federal legislation. 

The power delegated in the Constitution 
over Indian trade and affairs, is no longer 
needed nor just. In fact, so long as this 
power remains, it will necessarily be to the 
detriment of our Indian fellow citizens. The 
retention of this power in the Constitution 
makes for continuance of a paternalistic 
Federal control over Indians indefinitely in 
the future. If Indians are ever to become 
full citizens all special treatment and con
trol by the Federal Government must be re
moved. Since the original justification for 
this control is no longer valid it would seem 
only reasonable, as well as in the interests 
of justice, for us here and now to remove 
the constitutional proviso which differenti
ates them from all other classes of citizens. 

INVESTIGATION OF MONOPOLISTIC PRAC-
TICES IN FERTILIZER INDUSTRY . 

Mr. TAYLOR (for himself, Mr. MUR
RAY, Mr. WITHERS, Mr. GILLETTE, Mr. 
JOHNSTON of South Carolina, Mr. SPARK
MAN, Mr. LANGER, and Mr. MAGNUSON) 
submitted the fallowing resolution <S. 
Res. 139), which was referred to the Com
mittee on Agriculture an<:! Forestry: 

Whereas there is now before Congress a 
proposal to create a Columbia Valley Author
ity which would develop a large supply of 
low-cost electricity and would include in its 
boundaries high-grade phosphate deposits; 
and 

Whereas the Tennessee Valley Authority 
has demonstrated that highly concentrated 
fertilizers can greatly decrease the cost of 
fertilization to farmers; and 

Whereas one of the most highly concen
trated plant-food products developed by our 
scientists is a mixture of potash and phos
phate; and 

Whereas it has repeatedly · been charged 
before the Congress that the production of. 
plant-food elements, and their mixing and 
distribution, is controlled by a trust which 
maintains high prices and enforces uneco
nomic mixing and dilution of fertilizers; 
and · 

Whereas the American potash industry 
developed primarily because of Federal aid 
and on land leased from the Government; 
and 

Whereas as a result of Government devel
opment the potash industry has enjoyed 
extraordinary profits, and a situation has 
developed in which a few companies control 
between 80 and 90 percent of the total 
potash produced in this country; and 

Whereas there is a genuine shortage of 
cheap potash !or fertilizer, production of 

which has been restricted by the monopolis
tic practices of the American potash indus
try; and 

Whereas the welfare of thousands of wage 
workers employed in this industry and mil
lions of American farmers who use these prod
ucts is being adversely affected by the con
tinued existence of the potash monopoly; 
Be it therefore 

Resolved, That the Senate Agriculture 
Committee, through its Subcommittee on 
Farm Products Utilization is hereby author
ized and directed to conduct an investiga
tion of the nature and extent of monopolistic 
practices· in the fertilizer industry, includ
ing the manufacture and distribution of 
potash, phosphate, and nitrogen, .the need 
for development of low-cost fertilizer sup
plies and for authorization of the construc
tion of fertilizer plants by the proposed Co
lumbia Valley .Authority. The sum of $25,-
000 is hereby authorized to be expended from 
the contingent funds of the Senate for carry
ing out the purposes of this resolution. 

The committee shall make such interim 
advisory reports to the Senate Public Works 
Committee considering the Columbia Valley 
Authority bill as it seems necessary and 
shall report its findings and recommenda
tions to the Senate not later than April 15, 
1950. 

AMENDMENT OF FAIR LABOR STANDARDS 
ACT-AMENDMENT 

Mr. BUTLER submitted an amend
ment intended to be .proposed by him to 
the bill <S. 653) to provid~ for the amend
ment of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 
1938, and for other purposes, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA
TIONS-AMENDMENT 

Mr. BUTLER submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill <H. R. 3838) making appropri
ations for the Department of the Interior 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1950, 
and for other purposes, which was or
dered to lie on the table and to be printed. 
INCREASE IN COMPENSATION OF HEADS 

OF CERTAIN EXECUTIVE DEPART
MENTS-AMENDMENTS 

Mr. BALDWIN submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill <H. R. 1689) to increase rates 
of compensation of the heads and assist
ant heads of executive departments and 
independent agencies, wnich was referred 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. THYE (for himself and Mr. BALD
WIN) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by them, jointly, to the 
bill <H. R. 1689) to increase rates of com
pensation of the heads and assistant 
heads of executive departments and in
dependent agencies, which was referred 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service, and orde.red to be printed. 

THE INTERNAL REVENUE CODE
AMENDMENTS 

Mr. BALDWIN submitted two amend
ments intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (H. R. 3905) to amend section 
3121 of the Internal Revenue Code, which 
were ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

THE INTERNAL SECURITY OF THE 
UNITED STATES-AMENDMENTS 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, ,._ 
submit two amendments intended to be 
proposed by me to the bill <S. 595) re
lating to the internal security of the 
United States, now pending on the cal
endar, after having been favorably re
ported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

The bill is the so-called internal secu
rity bill, which I introduced on January 
18 of this year and which was the sub
ject of lengthy hearings before a subcom
mittee of the Committee on the Judiciary 
headed by the senior Senator from Mis-· 
sissippi, Senator EASTLAND, and which re
ceived long and mature consideration 
both by the subcommittee and by the 
full Committee on the Judiciary. 

Most Senators are, I tl'·.ink, at least 
generally familiar with the provisions of 
this bill, and I shall not go into detail 
with regard to the measure at this time. 

As I introduced the bill, it contained a 
provision specifically designed to protect 
freedom of speech and freedom of the 
press. This provision was eliminated in 
committee, not bec::mse the committee 
had any lack of desire to protect these 
freedoms, but because the committee 
reached the conclusion that such a pro
vision was unnecessary. 

One of the amendments I have just 
sent to the desk would restore to the bill 
a provision of this nature. I intend to 
off er this amendment because the opin
ion has been expressed-and I have be
come convinced this is the correct view
that regardless of whether such a pro- · 
vision is necessary, its inclusion in the 
bill would be a salutary thing. 

The other amendment which I have 
introduced would strike from the bill a 
provision giving the President, in time 
of war or national emergency, authority 
to e~tend the provisiops of the law, by 
Pres1dental proclamation, to include 
such property and places as he might 
designate in the interest of national se
curity. 

I think there is much to be said for 
this provision; and it might even be that 
such a provision would be necessary, and 
that such a Presidential pawer would be 
necessary, in time of war. However this 
is an extremely broad power; so broad 
that it would permit the President to 
designate homes, business places, streets, 
places of public assembly, and so on, as 
within the coverage of the bill, and thus 
create a power of criminal regulation 
almost limitless in its possibilities . . I 
b-elieve that if the extension of such 
power to the President becomes neces
sary, by reason of war conditions, the 
Congress can act promptly to grant the 
power; and I gravely doubt whether such 
power should b-c vested in the President 
simply in the case of a national emer
gency. We are in a state of national 
emergency right now, and there is no 
telling how long we may remain in such 
a state. 

The amendments are not the product 
of sudden inspiration. They are the re
sult of long and mature consideration, 
and of careful study by experts. 
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So that the Senate may know the 

whole history · of the genesis of these 
amendments, let me say that on June 9 
the senior Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. KILGOREj, a member of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary, wrote to me 
expressing certain fears with regard to 
the effect of this bill. I promptly be
gan a restudy of the bill, and sought ad
vice with respect to the points raised by 
the senior Senator from West Virginia. 
What the senior Senator from West 
Virginia said, what advice I sought, and 
what advice I received, are all shown by 
the correspondence which I hold in my 
hand, and which I now send to the desk. 
I ask unanimous consent that the corre
spondence, in chronological order, may 
be printed in the RECORD at this point 
as a part of my remarks. 

I hope that Senators will read the cor
respondence. and will study the issues in
volved, so that they may have a sound 
basis for their decision when this bill 
comes up for consideration, as I hope it 
may in the very near future. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend
ments submitted by the Sen~tor from 
Nevada will be received, printed, and lie 
on the table, and, without objection the 
correspondence will be printed in the 
RECORD, as requested. The Chair hears 
no objection. 

The correspondence ref erred to is as 
follows: 

JUNE 9, 1949. 
Hon. PAT McCARRAN, 

United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATO~: I have been.very much con

cerned, as I indicat~d in t~e committee, 
about the language of S. 595, and have been 
rereading it time and again and feel com
pelled to reach the conclusion that the lan
guage is far broader than, I am sure, you 
yourself would want it to be if you ·could . 
take the time for a restudy of the bill. Very 
few people lmoy,r_ as well as. I do the tremen
dous burdens that have fallen on yoµ as 
chairman of the Ju.dietary Committee, wi~h 
probably more bills coming before you than 
1n any previous time in the history of the 
Judiciary Committee, and I appreciate. how 
difficult it is for you to find the time to go 
over each of these bills as minutely as you 
would like aµd particularly to . make .a re
study of any bill that you haq already taken 
up in committee. However, I do suggest that 
1t might be worth-restudying. 

As I have gone over this bill, it seems to me 
that at least theoretically the bill, if it be
came law, might make practically every 
newspaper in the United States and, all the 
publishers, ~ditors, and reporters i_nto crimi
nals without their doing any wrongful :;i.ct. 
I am sure that no member of the committee 
would favor such an outcome, but I am afraid 
that as the bill now reads the theoretical 
power would be in the Department of Jus
tice to a.pply this proposed law against every 
newspaper. I know ·you would not want to 
put any such power in the Department. As 
I now read the bill, it is so broad that I feel 
the Department would be given the power, 
not only theoretical, but actual, to prosecute 
if it so desired practically every newspaper 
and newspaperman in the country. In addi
tion, I am afraid that almost everybody ~lse 
in America woul<.l be subject to prosecution 
under some of the detailed provisions of the 
bill. . 

I therefore feel it necessary to say that if 
the bill came up in its present form, I would 
be compelled to vote and speak against it on 
the floor of the Senate. 

With kindest regards, I am, 
Most sincerely yours, 

H. M. KILGORE, 
XCV-614 

JUNE 10, 1949. 
Hon. HARLEY M. KILGORE, 

United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
MY DEAR SENATOR: I have your letter of 

June 9 with regard to the bill S. 595, now 
pending on the Senate calendar. 

As you know, this bill was handled by a 
subcommittee consisting of Senator EAST
LAND, Senator MILLER, Senator O'CoNOR, Sen
ator FERGUSON, and Senator DONNELL. Pub
lic hearings were held on April 5, 6, and 7, 
and the bill was reported favorably by the 
subcommittee on May 2. On May 26 the full 
Committee on the Judiciary ordered the bill 
reported favorably to the Senate, with an· 
amendment; and the bill was so reported on 
May 27 by Senator EASTLAND. 

In your letter you suggest that this bill 
may constitute a threat to freedom of the 
press. Any suggestion of such a threat 
naturally concerns me greatly. I shall pro
ceed at once to restudy the bill in the light 
of your letter. It appears that time is avail
able in which this may be done, in view of 
the fact that there appears to be no possi
bility the bill would be called up in the Sen
ate until after completion of debate on the 
labor bill. 

After I have completed my restudy of S. 
595 with particular regard to its impact upon 
freedom of the press, I shall get in touch 
witq you again about this matter. 

Thank you for writing to me, and my 
kindest personal regards to you. 

Sincerely, 

Hon. TOM CLARK, 

PAT MCCARRAN, 
Chairman. 

JUNE 10, 1949, 

Attorney General of the United 
States, Department of Justice, 

Washington, D. C. 
MY DEAR MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL: Attached 

is a copy of a letter I have just received 
from Senator KILGORE. The suggestion that 
the bill, S. 595, . the so··caf!ed internal
security bill, contains a threat to freedom 
of the press, na_turally concerns me greatly, 
since it was I who introduced this biH. . I 
assume it will also concern you greatly, 
since the bill came to me with your spon
sorship and was introduced at your request. 

I shall be grateful if you will let me have, 
as soon as possible, your comments on 
Senator KILGORE's letter and specifically on 
the questions of the i,mpact of S. 595 as 
reported by the Committee on the Judi
ciary upon freedom of the press, the extent 
.of the authority which the bill, if enacted, 
would give to the Department of Justice with 
regard to proceeding against newspapers and 
newspaper men, arid also the question of 
whether, as Senator KILGORE states he fears, 
"almost · everyoody • • • in America 
would be subject to prosecution under some 
of the detailed . provisions of the bill." 

I realize the· many demands upon your 
time; but this is an extremely important . 
matter, as I am sure you realize, and I there
fore feel justified in asking that you expedite 
your reply. 

Kindest personal regards, 
Sincerely, 

Mr. JAMES P. RADIGAN, 

PAT McCARRAN, 
Chairman. 

JUNE 10, 1949, 

Chief, Federal Law Section, Legislative 
Reference Service, Library of Con
gress, Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR MR. RADIGAN: Questioll bas been 
raised with respect to the possible impact 
of the bill, S. 595, now pending on the Senate 
Calendar, upon freedom of the press. The 
suggestion has been made ·that the bill, if 
~t became law, "might make practically 
every newspaper in the United States and 
all the publishers, editors, and reporters into 
criminals :without their doing any wrongful 

act," and that "the bill • • • is so broad 
that • • the Department (of Justice) 
would be given the power, not only theoreti
cal, but actua~. to prosecute if it so desired 
practically every newspaper and newspaper 
man in the country." 

I am l"!Xtremely anxious to have a con
sidered opinion on this question at the 
earliest possible date, and I shall be grateful 
if you will go into it and have your staff go 
into it, and let me know your conclusions. 

It has also been suggested that almost 
everybody in America would be subject to 
prosecution under some of the detailed 
provisions of the bill. I presume this is in
tended as a charge that the provisions of the 
bill are entirely too broad. I wish you would 
also give attention to this question in a 
separate section of your opinion. 

I realize the many demands t hat are made 
upon you', but this is an extremely important 
matter, and I feel justified in asking that 
you expedite action on my request. 

Kindest personal regards. 
Sincerely, 

Mr. ELISHA HANSON, 

PAT MCCARRAN, 
Chairman. 

JUNE 10, 1949. 

Attorney at Law, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR MR. HANSON: Question has been 
raised with respect to the impact of the bill 
S. 595 upon freedom of the press. 

This bill, a copy of which is enclosed for 
your information, is now pending on the 
Senate Calendar. 

I have always been greatly concerned with 
protection of the rights of the press, for I 
am deeply convinced that a free press is one 
of the strongest bulwarks of our system of 
democratic government. 

I shall, therefore,. be extremely grateful to 
you if you will give me your opinion on 
whether this bill contains provisions which 
constitute a threat to press freedom or a 
possible vehicle for harassment of publishers, 
editors, or reporters in the free exercise of 
their constitutional rights. If it is your 
conclusion that there is such a threat in 
the .bill, I hope you may be wllling to point 
out the faulty provisions and to suggest 
how they might be amended. 

Unfortunately, there is no authority under 
the law by which the Judiciary Committee 
can offer you any compensation in connec
tion with this matter. I am hoping that 
you may be willing to undertake this task as 
a contribution toward good legislation. Your 
opinion will naturally carry great weight, 
for you are recognized as one of the out
standing authorities on this subject. 

I realize tlie many demands which are 
made upon your time, but this matter is so 
important that I feel justified in asking that 
you ~xpedite your reply. 

Kindest personal regards. 
Sincerely, · 

PAT McCARRAN, 
Chairman. 

THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, 
Washington, D. C., June 15, 1949. 

To: Hon. PAT McCARRAN. 
Subject: S. 595. 
I. THE FIRST QUESTION IS, IF S. 595 IS EN· 

ACTED, WILL IT MAKE "PRACTICALLY EVERY 
NEWSPAPER IN THE UNITED STATES AND ALL 
THE PUBLISHERS, EDITORS, AND REPORTERS 
INTO CRIMINALS WITHOUT THEIR DOING ANY 
WRONGFUL ACT" ? 
Although a crime at common law, when 

committed by an individual, consists of acts 
done with an evil or criminal intent, in stat
utory offenses created in the proper exercise 
of legislative power, unless a wrongful intent 
or guilty knowledge is made an essential ele
ment of the prohibited act, the violater may 
be convicted and punished even if he did 
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not design to violate the law (U. S. v. Balint 
(1922) (258 U.S. 250)). "The consti~utional 
requirement of due process is not violated 
merely because mens rea is not a required 
element of a prescribed crime" (U.· S. v. 
Greenbaum ( C. c. A. 3d, 1943), 138 F. (2d) 
437), and cases cited; see also U. S. v. Balint, 
supra). 

With these principles in mind, let us ex
amine the crimes prescribed in proposed 
section 793 of title 18, as set forth in S. 595. 
The crimes stated in proposed subsections 
(a) and (b) do not require an evil or crimi
nal intent generally, but a basic element of 
the crime, with respect to which the burden 
of proof is on the prosecution, is that there 
be "intent or reason to believe that the in
formation is to be used to the injury of the 
United States, or to the advantage of any 
foreign nation." If this is shown; it can 
hardly be said that the actor ls innocent of 
any_wrongdoing in his activity. "Intent may 
make an otherwise innocent act criminal, if 
it is a step in a plot." Badders v. U.S. ( (1916) 
240 U. S. 391). "If a man intentionally 
adopts certain conduct in certain circum
stances known to him, and that conduct 
is forbidden by the law under those cir
cumstances, he intentionally breaks the law 
in the only sense in which the law ever 
considers intent." Ellis v. U. S. ((1907) 206 
u. S. 246). Under subsections (a) and (b) 
only those who do the proscribed acts with 
the intent or reason to believe set forth 
In the statute can be successfully prosecuted. 
In such cases, a wrongtul act has been com
mitted. Acts without the requisite intent 
or reason to believe are without the com
pass of criminality. Consequently, the ob
jection that the statute may share the in
nocent does not appear to be well taken as 
to proposed subsections (a) and (b). 

The argument can be made, of course, that 
the words "or reason to believe" open up a 
broad field of possible prosecution on the 
ha.sis that under almost any circumstances 
some facts establishing a reason to believe _ 
could be shown to the satisfaction of a jury. 
But it is to be noted that the required rea
son to believe is that "the information is 
to be used to the injury of the United 
States, or to the advantage of any foreign 
nation." This requires the showing of a 
positive etrect which, in advance of the 
event, is demonstrated with sufficient clarity 
that a man can be said to have a reason 
to believe it will occur. The mere showing 
that it might occur under certain conditions 
or that possibilities are suggested is not 
enough. It might be remarked, however, 
that it would not, in our opinion, seriously 
impair the operation of subsections (a) and 
(b) if "reason to believe" were eliminated 
therefrom, thus removing a possible source 
of difficulty in the application of the statute. 

Proposed subsection ( c) of section 793 is 
related to subsections (a) and ( b) . The 
words "for the purpose aforesaid" mean "for · 
the purpose of obtaining · information re
specting the national defense with intent 
or reason to believe -that the information is 
to be used to the injury of the United States, 
or to the advantage of any foreign nation." 
Therefore, what has already been said with 
respect to subsections (a) and (b) applies 
equally to subsection ( c). A further ele
ment, however, is introduced in subsection 
(c). The crime is not committed unless 
the actor also knows or has reason to believe, 
at the time he receives or obtains, or agrees 
to receive or obtain, the documents, etc., 
that they have been or will be obtained, 
taken or disposed of contrary· to the pro.
visions of the chapter. "Every man is pre
sumed to intend the necessary and legiti
mate consequences of what he knowingly 
does." Reynolds v. U.S. ((1879) 98 U.S. 145). 
Under subsection (c) .only those with the 
requisite intent and knowledge (or reason to 
believe) can be subjected to prosecution. 

Practically the same comment made con
cerning subsection.a (a) and (b) can be made 
with respect to proposed subsections ( d) 
and ( e) . Here, in addition, the word "will
fully" ls used. It ls we-11 settled that where a 
"willful" act is prohibited, "actual knowledge 
of the existence of obligation and a wrong
ful intent to evade it, is of the essence." 
Harf}Tove v. United States (C. C. A. 5th, 1933), 
67 F. (2d) 820, and cases cited. Since under 
these subsections, a criminal intent is there
fore required, there can be no possible objec
tion to the words "reason to believe" as used 
therein. 

Concerning subsection (f), two crimes are 
stated: ( 1) gross negligence in permitting 
documents, etc., to be removed from the 
proper place of custody, or lost, stolen, ab
stracted, or destroyed; and (2) failing 
promptly to report to a superior officer the 
illegal removal of documents, etc., from their 
place of custody, or their loss, theft, destruc
tion, or illegal delivery, with knowledge of 
the same. The second of these would in
frequently, if ever, involve a newspaper or its 
employees. But even if it did, knowledge 
is required before the crime of omission 
can be charged. As to the first, it ls com
petent for the legislature to make negligence 
criminal, in order to stimulate proper care. 
See United States v. Balint, supra. In order 
to avoid successful prosecution, all one must 
do is show a moderate amount of care. 
"Gross negligence" is negligence of such an 
aggravated character as to approach in
difference to or disregard of the conse
quences; it is the absence of even slight 
care. See 18 Words and Phrases 721 et seq. 

It seems clear, therefore, that none of the 
crimes stated in subsections (ak(f) of pro
posed section 793 could be charged against 
newspapers or publishers, or the editors or 
employees thereof, where they were acting in 
the normal course of their duties and with
out the wrongful intent or reason to believe, 
or knowledge, as required UJ?.der the statute. 

n. THE SECQND INQUIRY IS WHETHER THE 
PROVISIONS OF THE STATUTE ARE TOO BROAD 

It is· believed that the crimes stated in 
section 1 of the bill (amending sec. 793) are 
not stated too broadly. Certain acts are 
set forth, of a particular kind and with rea
sonable specificity, so as to inform persons 
of ordinary intelligence of the crimes with 
which they might be charged thereunder. 
See Lanzetta v. New Jersey ((1939) 306 U. S. 
451). It is true that a statute may be so 
vague as to be unconstitutional, in that it 
affords no ascertainable standards of guilt 
and does not define the crimes involved with 
appropriate definiteness. See Winters v. New 
York ((1948) 333 U. S. 507). But in the 
Winters case the Court conceded that "The 
entire text of the statute or the subjects 
dealt with may furnish an adequate stand
ard." In Screws v. United States ((1945) 
325 U. S. 91), upholding a criminal statute 
against the charge of uncertainty. the Court 
said that the constitutional requirement of 
due process of law demands only that a 
statute give a person acting with reference 
to it "fair warning that his conduct is within 

· its prohibition." In United States v. Wurz
bach (( 1930) · 280 U. S. 396) , Mr. Justice 
Holmes declared: 

"Whenever the law draws a line there will 
be cases very near each other on opposite 
sides. The precise course of the line may 
be uncertain, but no one can come near it 
without knowing that he does so, if he 
thinks, and if he does so it is familiar to 
the criminal law to make him take the risk." 

Nor does a statute have to be so exact 
as to eliminate all possible variances of mean
ing. In Nash v .. United States ((1913) 229 
U.S. 373, 377), Mr. Justice Holmes also said: 

"The law ls full of instances Vt"here a man's 
!ate depends on his estimating rightly, that 
is, as the jury subsequently estimates it> 

some matter of degree. If his judgment ls 
wrong, not only may he incur a. fine or a. 
short imprisonmen.~. as here; he may incur 
the penalty of death." 

Tested by these standards S. 595 does not 
appear to be drawn too broadly. 

One point, however, should be noted. 
Section 4 (a) of the bill provides that anyone 
willfully violating orders or regulations pro
mulgated by the Secretary of Defense, or 
by any mllitary commander designated by 
him, for the protection or security of "mili
tary or naval aircraft, airports, airport fa
cilities, vessels, harbors, ports, piers, water
front facilities, bases, forts, posts, labora- . 
tories, stations, vehicles, equipment, explo
sives, or other property or places" subject 
to the jurisdiction, administration, or in the 
custody of the National Military Establish
ment, or any department, agency or employee 
thereof, "relating to fire hazards, fire protec
tion, lighting, machinery, guard service, dis
repair, disuse or other unsatisfactory condi
tions thereon, or the ingress thereto or egress 
or removal of persons therefrom, or other
wise providing for safeguarding the same 
against destruction, loss, or injury by acci
dent or by enemy action, sabotage or other 
subversive actions," shall be guilty of a mis
demeanor and upon conviction subject to 
fine or imprisonment, or both. SUbsection · 
(c) of section 4 then provides that in time 
of war, or of national emergency as pro·
claimed by the President, the provisions of 
the section "may be extended by Presidential 
proclamation to include such property and 
places as the President may therein desig ... 
nate in the interest of national security:" 
This is so broad that it would permit the 
President to -designate homes, business 
places, streets, places of public assembly:, 
courts, etC., as within the coverage of section 
4 (a) and taken together with the almoZ?t 
all-inclusive words underlined above in the 
quoted porilon ("other unsatisfactory con
ditions thereon" and "removal of persons 
therefrom") would create a power of crimi
nal regulation almost limitless in its possi
bilities. It may be questioned whether even 
in wartime, short of martial law, such power 
should be afforded by statute. And it should 
be . noted that the power can be exercised 
even in the event of a "national.emergency," 
which might not even involve war at all. It 
would seem that the true purposes of section 
4 could be served as well if subsection ( c) 
were omitted entirel_y. 

HANSON, LoVETr & DALE, 
Washington, D. c. June 17; 1949. 

Hon. PAT McCARRAN, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 

United States Senate, 
Washington~ D. C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR McCARRAN: I am sorry 
that my absence from the city prevented my 
response to your letter of June 10 before 
this. 

I have given careful consideration to S. 595 
as reported with an amendment from the 
Committee on the Judiciary and also to its 
companion bill in the House, H. R. 4703, as 
reported to the House. 

With the general purposes o:t these meas- · 
ures I am · in complete sympathy. I con
sider that a position with the Government is 
a position of trust and that the most severe 
penalties should be inflicted upon anyone 
guilty of a violation of trust, particularly 
where that violation may endanger the na
tional security or welfm-e. At the same time, 
I think it is essential in the enactment of 
legislation for the protection of the citizenry 
as a whole not to infringe upon the indi
vidual citizen's constitutionally guaranteed 
rights. Among these, as you have pointed 
out ih your letter, ls the right of the citizens 
of this country to have a press free from 
Government control, restraint or censorship. 
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contained in section 8 a prohibition against 
the establishment of military or civllian cen
sorship as well as a prohibition against the 
limitation of the right of the people of this 
country to have a free press as guaranteed 
by the Constitution. This section was elim
inated in the bill as reported to the Senate 
ostensibly upon the theory that it was purely 
superfluous since Congress could pass no 
law which would infringe upon the freedom 
of the press. I emphatically disagree with 
that thinking. The Constitution does not 
ipso facto prohibit Congress from passing a 
law r epugnant thereto. What it does is to 
afford the citizen a right to challenge such a 
law if Congress does pass it and in effect 
empowers and directs our courts to set aside 
any law or provision of law repugnant to 
constitutionally guaranteed rights. Over a 
period of years, we have had many instances 
where Congress has enacted legislation, the 
intent, purpose and effect of which was to 
delegate to administrative agencies of the 
Government some of its law-making powers. 
I firmly believe that all such delegation 
where made should contain precise limita
tions on the authority of the recipient agency 
of such a character as specifically to prohibit 
it from doing what the Constitution pro
h ibits Congress from doing. 

Let me give you two illustrations; one 
where there was no such limitation and the 
other where there was. 

1. The Nat ional Industrial Recovery Act 
which became law in 1933 and subsequently 
was set aside in a unanimous decision of the 
Supreme court of the United States con
t ained possibly the broadest delegation of 
authority of any act ever passed by Con
gress. The powers therein were delegated 
to the President ,who in turn was given au
thority to redelegate them ad infinitum. 
The President promptly used the authority 
delegated to him to set up the National Re
covery Administration and in turn delegate 
to the administrator of the National Re
covery Administration all of his purported 
authority under the law. 

One of the most controversial provisions 
of that act was the licensing provision of 
section 4. By the terms of this provision, 
the President was authorized py Congress 
under certain conditions to license any or 
every business in the United States and to 
prohibit any person from doing business 
through the revocation of a license for any 
activities contrary to the policy of the law. 
Publishers immediately challenged this grant 
of authority. The first administrator or 
the National Recovery Administration stated 
that he saw no difference between news
paper publishing and any other line of busi
ness. Subsequently, but only after months 
of controversy, the publishers prevailed in 
their contentions (a) that the press could 
not be licensed and (b) that conditions for 
the operation of his business could not be 
imposed upon any publisher by executive 
order or agFeement of others in the absence 
of his expressed consent thereto. The inci
dent of the administration of the Recovery 
Act illustrates the type of controversy that 
may ensue after a delegation of authority by 
Congress if the Congress does not in precise 
terms define the limits of the delegation. 

2. In 1942 when the Price Control Act was 
passed, Congress specifically provided in sec
tion 302 thereof "that nothing in this act 
shall be construed to authorize the regula
tion of • • • (4) rates charged by any 
person engaged in the business of operating 
or publishing a newspaper, periodical, or 
magazine • • • .'' The net effect of 
this provision was that during the entire 
period of price control no one of the several 
administrators ever attempted to evade that 
limitation upon his authority. 

To the end that proper limits be fixed by 
the Congress on its delegation, I therefore, 
suggest that the equivalent of section 8 be 
restored to this bill with a .slight modifica
tion as follows: 

"SEC. 8. Nothing in this act shall be con
strued to authorize, require or establish mil
itary or civilian censorship or in any way to 
limit or infringe upon freedom of the press 
or cf speech as guaranteed by the Constitu
tion of the United States and no regulation 
shall be promulgated hereunder having that 
effect." 

If such a provision be included in the law 
when it is enacted, it will in no sense defeat 
the general purposes of the act. It will, 
however, serve to limit overzealous ad
ministration. 

Now while it does not deal with freedom 
of the press as such, I do want to call your 
attention to a provision in the proposed 
amendment to the Foreign Agents Registra
tion Act of June 8, 1938. 

On page 16 of the reported bill, subsection 
8 (e) of the proposed amendment to section 
3 of the Foreign Agents Registration Act in 
effect abolishes all statutes of limitations in 
respect of failure to file registration state
ments as required by the law. At the present 
time, if my memory does not fall me, treason 
and murder are the only crimes not covered 
by st atutes of limitations. If a 10-year stat
ute of limitations is reasonable for the crimes 
covered by the other amendments in the bill, 
certainly a 10-year period would seem to be 
reasonable for violations of the Foreign 
Agents Registration law. 

In making the foregoing comm en ts, I desire 
to point out that during World War II this 
Government did not attempt to enforce cen
sorship as such upon the press of the United 
States. Agencies of the Government were 
set up to facilitate the handling · of news in 
such a way as not to endanger the security 
of this country or to reveal to the enemy the 
movement of our armed forces. Committees 
of the press were set up in turn to confer 
with and cooperate with these agencies of the 
Government. Certainly, if that can be done 
in time of war, there should be no occasion 
in time of peace for Congress to enact legis
lation which might be construed by an over
zealous official as authority to restrict the 
free fiow of information of vital importance 
to the American people. 

Very truly yours, 
ELISHA HANSON. 

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., June 23, 1949. 

Hon. PAT MCCARRAN, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR: This is in response to 
your letter of June 10, 1949, with which was 
enclosed · a letter of June 9, 1949, from Sen
ator KILGORE to you concerning S. 595, a bill 
relating to the internal security of the 
United States, as reported favorably by the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Senator KILGORE's letter appears to express 
concern that members of the press and al
-most everybody else in America would be 
subject to prosecution under some of the 
detailed provisions of the bill. 

It is not known to which provisions of the 
bill the Senator's letter may have particular 
reference, but it is believed that this fear is 
unfounded. The history and application of 
the existing espionage statutes which this 
bill would amend only in part, and the lan
guage, history, hearings, and report of the 
committee relative to this b111, together with 
the integrity of the three branches of the 
Government which enact, enforce, and apply 
the law, would indicate that nobody other 
than a spy, saboteur, or other person who 

would weaken the internal security of the 
Nation need have any fear of prosecution 
under either existing law or the provisions of 
this bill. · 

Needle3s to say, neither this Department 
nor the Members of the Congress would sup
port a measure so drastic as the Senator's 
letter expresses the fear that this bill might 
be. The bill was neither intended nor drafted 
to impair the fundamental freedoms of the 
press or the individual. · 

The measure has been given most careful 
study. It was recommended by the Interde
partmental Intelligence Committee, consist- • 
ing of the Director of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation of this Department and the 
heads of the military intelligence. An analy
sis and the purposes of the measure were set 
forth in the Attorney General's letter of 
transmit tal of January 14, 1949, and the 
measure was again discussed in detail in 
hearings before both the Senate and House 
Judiciary subcommittees. 

It may be that the letter of Senator KILGORE 
refers to the element of "information relat
ing to the national defense" which would be 
al.ded to subsection 1 (d) of the Espionage. 
Act (p. 12, lines 15 and 16 of the bill as 
reported). If this be the case, it should be 
noted that the loss of "information relating 
to the national defense" under existing law
( subsec. 1 (f), p. 13, line 20 of the bill), 
without any scienter whatever, is punishable 
the same as a violation of subsection 1 (d), 
whereas the addition of the element of "in
formation relating to the national defense" 
to subsection 1 (d) would be modified by the 
clause "which • * * the possessor has 
reason to believe could be used to the injury 
of the United States. • * *" Hence, this 
amendment would be less broad than existing 
law in this respect, and I am not aware of 
any use of the existing law which has abused 
the freedom of the press or the individual. 
Moreover, it appears that a person who makes 
a deliberate, unauthorized transmission of 
such information should certainly be held ac
countable at least as much as one who merely 
loses the information through negligence. 

There is enclosed herewith a copy of S. 595 
as reported by the Committee on the Judi
ciary in which additions to existing law have 
been underscored for purposes of convenient 
reference. The Department would appreciate 
the opportunity of discussing with Senator 
KILGORE any provisions of the bill concerning 
which t.e may have any questions. 

Sincerely, 
TOM C . . CLARK, 

Attorney General. 

JULY 9, 1949. 
Hon. HARLEY M. KILGORE, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR: Under date of June 9, 
you wrote me suggesting that the bill S. 595, 
now pending on the Senate Calendar, after 
having been reported favorably from the 
Committee on the Judiciary, may constitute 
a threat to freedom of the press, and ex
pressing also the opinion that the bill was 
too broad. 

As I promised you in my reply of June 10, 
I have restudied this bill most carefully, 
and I have sought expert advice from several 
sources. For your information, I enclose 
copies of letters which I addressed to the 
Attorney General; to the Chief of the Federal 
Law Section of the Legislative Reference 
Service, Library of Congress; and to Mr. 
Elisha Hanson. I am also enclosing replies 
from the Attorney General and Mr. Hanson, 
and a copy of certain memoranda furnished 
me by the Federal Law Section of the Legis
lative Reference Service, Library of Congress, 
pertinent to this question. 

The Attorney General's letter appears to 
support the bill, in its present form, both 
strongly and fully. 
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l\h'. Hanson's letter suggests an amendment 

which seems to have merit, and which seems 
aimed at answering one of the points which 
you raised. It will be my purpose to offer 
the language suggested by Mr. Hanson as a 
fioor amendment to S. 595. I refer to Mr. 
Hanson's modification of what was section 8 
of the bill as I originally introduced it. In 
the amendment which I intend to offer, this 
language will be proposed as a new section 5 
of the bill. 

Mr. Hanson's suggestion with regard to 
statute of limitations on failure to file under 
the Foreign Agents Registration Act does not 
appear to be well founded. The gravamen 
of this offense is not an overt act but a mere 
failure to act. The offense might under 
some circumstances be very difficult to dis
cover. I do not like the idea of a legal 
situation in which a foreign agent, if he 
can successfully flaunt the law for some 
named period of time, may thereafter be 
forever immune to prosecution. 

The point made by Mr. Ogle bay, of the 
Federal Law Section, Legislative Reference 
Service, with regard to the desirability of 
eliminating subsection (c) of section 4 of 
the committee bill, also strikes me as worth 
while, and I shall offer an amendment for 
this purpose. 

With the two amendments referred to 
above, I believe the bill will be wholly ac
ceptable and that it should be enacted. 

Thank you for writing me about this 
matter. 

Kindest personal regards. 
Sincerely, 

PAT McCARRAN, 
· Chairman. 

ELIZABETH DANIEL MEMORIAir-cHANGE 
OF REFERENCE 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration be discharged from the fur
ther consideration of the bill (S. 2143) 
to provide for the erection of a memorial 
at the grave of Elizabeth Daniel, the 
widow of Joseph <Job) Daniel, a Revolu
tionary War soldier, and that it be re
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
This request is agreeable to the chair
man. 

The motion was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OF CIVIL SERVICE RETIRE

MENT ACT OF MAY 29, 1930-RECOM
MITTAL OF BILL 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill <H. R. 2944) to amend the 
Civil Service Retire:..nent Act of May 29, 
1930, as amended, to provide survivor
ship benefits for widows or widowers of 
persons retiring under such act, be taken 
from the calendar, and recommitted to 
the Committee on Post omce and Civil 
Service. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. ls there ob
jection to the request of the Senator 
from South Carolina?_ The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 
PRINTING OF REVIEW OF REPORT ON 

MONONGAHELA RIVER, W. VA., AND PA. 
(S. DOC. NO. 100) 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, on be
half of the Committee on Public Works, 
I present a letter from the Secretary 
of War, transmitting a report dated May 
31, 1949, from the Chief of Engineers, 
United States Army, together with ac- · 
companying papers and illustrations, on 
a review of reports on the Monongahela 

River, W. Va. and Pa., requested by a 
resolution of the Committee on Public 
Works of the Senate, adopted on October 
3, 1947, and I° ask unanimous consent 
that it be referred to the Committee on 
Public Works and be printed as a Senate 
document with illustrations. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 
The following bills were ~everally read 

twice by their titles, and ref erred as in
dicated: 

H. R . 524. An act to provide for the release 
of all the · right, title, and interest of the 
United States in a certain portion of a tract 
of land conditionally granted by it to the 
county of Los Angeles; 

H. R. 540. An act to provide terminal leave 
pay for certain officers of the Navy and Ma
rine Corps, and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 5238. An act to authorize the adjust
ment of the lineal positions of certain officers 
of the naval service, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

H. R. 892. An act to authorize the estab
lishment of a Federal Interagency Committee 
on Recreation; · 

H. R. 3275. An act to provide for the sale 
or other disposal of certain submarginal lands 
located within the boundaries of Indian res
ervations in the States of Montana, North 
Dakota, and South Dakota; 

H. R. 3765. An act to promote the rehabiU
tation of the Sisseton-Wahpeton Sioux Tribe 
of Indians and better utilization of the re
sources of the Sisseton Reservation, and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 4117. An act to remove the present 
restriction relating to the granting Qf privi
leges within Kings Canyon National Park in 
order that privileges hereafter granted may 
be consistent with those granted in other 
areas of the national park system, and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 4688. An· act to ratify and confirm 
act 4 of the Session Laws of Hawaii, 1949, 
extending the time within which revenue 
bonds may be issued and delivered under 
chapter 118, Revised Laws of Hawaii, 1945; 

H. R. 4762. An act to amend title 18, sec
tion 3618, of the Code of Laws of the United 
States of America, to empower the courts to 
remit or mitigate forfeitures; 

H. R. 4901. An act to authorize the Eastern 
Band of Cherokee Indians, North Carolina, 
to lease certain lands for a period not exceed-
ing 40 years; . 

H . R. 4986. An act to amend an act entitled 
"An act to provide for the adjustment of 
irrigation charges on the Flathead Indian 
irrigation project, Montana, and for other 
purposes," approved May 2.5, 1948; 

H. R. 5134. An act to promote development 
in cooperation with the State of Colorado of 
the fish, wildlife, and recreational aspects of 
the Colorado-Big Thompson Federal recla
mation project; 

H. R. 5184. An act to approve contracts ne
gotiated with the Belle Fourche irrigation 
distr~ct, the Deaver irrigation district, the 
Westland irrigation district, the Stanfield ir
rigation district, the Vale, Oreg., irrigation 
district, and the Prosser irrigation district, 
to authorize their execution, and for other 
purposes; and 

H. R. 5365. An act to provide for the trans
fer of the vessel Black Mallard to the State 
of Louisiana for the use and benefit of the 
department of wildlife and fisheries of such 
State; to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

H. R. 3343. An act to provide for the incor
poration, regulation, merger, consolidation, 
and dissolution of certain business corpora
tions in the District of Columbia; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

H. R. 5268. An act to amend certain pro
visions of the Internal Revenue Code; 

H. .R. 5327. An act to continue until the 
close of June 30, 1950, the suspension of 
duties and import taxes on metal scrap, and 
for other purposes; and 

H. R. 5332. An act · to amend section 3 of 
the act of June 18, 1934, relating to the estab
lishment of foreign-trade zones; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

H. R. 4022. An act to extend the time for 
commencing the construction of a toll bridge 
across the Rio Grande at or near Rio Grande 
City, Tex., to July 31, 1950; 

H. R. 4050-An act to" authorize •advances 
of pay to personnel of the armed services 
upon permanent change of station, and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 4708. An act to amend the United 
Nations Participation Act of 1945; and 

H. R. 5508. An act to amend the Army and 
Air Force Vitalization and Retirement Equal
ization Act of 1948; ordered to be placed on 
the calendar. 

THE DOCTOR AND OUR HEALTH
ADDRESS BY SENATOR HILL 

[Mr. HILL asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD an address en
titled "The Doctor and Our Health," deliv
ered by him at the centennial celebration of 
the Medical Society of Philadelphia County, 
Philadelphia, Pa., May 11, 1949, which ap
pears in the Appendix.) 

DOES THE MARSHALL PLAN AID SOCIAL
ISM?-ARTICLE IN THE CHRISTIAN 
SCIJ.1\iCE MONITOR AND RJ!;PLY BY SEN
ATOR KEM 

[Mr. KEM asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD an article en
titled "Does the Marshall Plan Aid Social
ism?-No" written by Roscoe Drummond, 
chief of the Washington Bureau, the Chris
tian Science Monitor, June 27, 1949, and a 
letter replying to the article, written by Mr. 
KEM to the. editor of the Christian Science 
Monitor, July 18. 1949, which appear in the 
Appendix.) 

ADDRESS BY SENATOR CAPEHART IN RE
PLY TO PRESIDENT TRUMAN'S SPEECH 
TO THE NATION 

[Mr. ·CAPEHART asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD an address de- · 
livere1l by him over the radio in reply to the 
address to the Nation by President Truman 
on July 13, which appears in the Appendix.] 

SOCIALIZED MEDICINE-ESSAY BY MISS 
JOYCE KELLER 

[Mr. CAPEHART asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD an essay on 
socialized medicine written by Miss Joyce 
Keller, a high-school student of Bluffton, 
Ind., which appears in the Appendix.) 

ADDRESS BY SENATOR MARTIN BEFORE 
JEWISH WAR VETERANS 

[Mr. MARTIN asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD an address de
u~ered by him before the Jewish War Veter
ans, Department of Pennsylvania, at Phila
delphia, Pa., on June 18, 1949, which appears 
in the Appendix.) 

BRADFORD (PA.) FLOOD-CONTROL 
PROJECT 

[Mr. MARTIN asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD a statement sub
mitted by him on July 13, 1949, to the Sen
ate Committee on Public Works in support 
of the Bradford (Pa.) flood-control project, 
which appears in the Appendix.] 

LACKAWAXEN RIVER BASIN FLOOD-CON-
TROL PROJECT-STATEMENT BY SEN
ATOR MARTIN 

[Mr. MARTIN asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD a statement 
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submitted by him on July 14, 1949, to the 
Senate Committee on Public Works in be
half of additional authorization for the 
Lackawatcen River Basin flood-control proj
ect, which appears in the Appendix.] 

MONONGAHELA RIVER NAVIGATIONAL 
IMP ROVEMENTS-STATEMENT BY SEN
ATOR MARTIN 
[Mr. MARTIN asked and obtained leave 

to h ave printed in the RECORD a statement 
prepared by himself and submitted to the 
Senate committee on Public works, in sup
port of additional authorizations for the 
Monongah ela River navigation improve
ments, on July 14, 1949, which appears in 
the Appen dix.] 

THE THREE-HORSE TEAM-ADDRESS BY 
SENATO& JOHNSON OF COLORADO 

[Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado asked and ob
tained leave to have printed in the RECORD 
an address on the subject The Three-Horse 
Team, delivered by him on July 15, 1949, in 
Kansas Cit y, Missouri, at the aviation cele
brat ion of the chamber of commerce, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 

HARRY BRIDGES-ARTICLES FROM THE 
NEW YORK TIMES AND STATEMENT BY 
SENATOR BUTLER 

[Mr. BUTLER asked and obtained leave 
to h ave printed in the RECORD a news item 
entitled "Bridges Is Named WFTU Union's 
Head ," and an article by Louis Stark, printed 
'in t h e New York Times of July 20, 1949, to
gether with a statement by himself, which 
appear in the Appendix.] 

THE ADMINISTRATION'S FISCAL POLI
CIES-ARTICLE BY VERMONT ROYSTER 

(Mr. BYRD asked and obtained leave to 
have print ed in the RECORD an article en-
titled "No Day of Ending," relating to the 
fiscal policies of the administration, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 

THE FUTURE OF EUROPE'S MEDICAL 
PROFESSION 

[Mr. MYERS asked and obtained leave to 
have print ed in the RECORD an article en
titled "Many Doctors Idle in DP Camps," 
published in the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette of 
July 13, 1949, which appears in the Appen-
dix.] · 

RELEASE OF CONSCIENTIOUS OBJEC-
TORS-EDITORIAL FROM HARTFORD 
COURANT AND ·ARTICLE FROM CHRIS
TIAN CENTURY 

(Mr. LANGER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD an editorial from 
a recent issue of the Hartford Courant, and 
an article from the Christian Century of 
July 13, 1949, on the subject of release of 
conscientious objectors, which appear in the 
Appendix.] 

A PROGRAM FOR ASIA 

[Mr. MAGNUSON asked and obtained leave 
to h ave printed in the RECORD an article en
titled "A Program for Asia," which appears 
in the Appendix.] 

NEW ENGLAND'S UNDEVELOPED WATER
POWER RESOURCES-EDITORIAL. FROM 
BOSTON HERALD 

[Mr. SALTONSTALL asked and obtained 
leave to have printed in the RECORD an edi
torial entitled "How Much Power?" pub· 
lished in the Boston Herald of july 18, 1949, 
which appears in the Appendix.] 

ROBINSON VERSUS ROBESON-EDITORIAL 
FROM WASHINGTON POST . 

[Mr. O'CONOR asked and obtained leave 
to h a ve printed in the RECORD an editorial 

entitled "Robinson vs. Robeson," published 
in the Washington Post of July 20, 1949, 
which appears in the Appendix.] 

THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY-EDITO· 
RIAL FROM CHATTANOOGA (TENN.) 
TIMES 
[Mr. KEFAUVER asked and obtained leave 

to have printed in the RECORD an editorial 
entitled "Mr. KEFAUVER'S Appeal,'' published 
in the Chatta,nooga (Tenn.~ Times of July 
13, 1949, which appears in the Appendix.] 

THE RESPONSIBILITY OF GREATNESS-
EDITORIAL FROM WASHINGTON POST 

[Mr. KEFAUVER asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD an editorial 
entitled "We Must Buy Peace," published in 
the Washington Post of July 14, 1949, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 

A CIVIL-RIGHTS COMMISSION - EDI
TORIAL FROM NEW YORK TIMES 

[Mr. HUMPHREY asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD an editorial 
entitled "A Civil Rights Commission," pub
lished in the New York Times of July 13, 1949, 
which appears in the Appendix.] 

THE BASIC PRINCIPLE OF FAIR EMPLOY
MENT-EDITORIAL FROM MINNEAPOLIS 
MORNING TRIBUNE 
(Mr. HUMPHREY asked and obtained leave 

to have printed in the RECORD an editorial 
entitled "A Basic Principle," published in the 
Minneapolis Morning Tribune of July 16, 1949, 
which appears in the Appendix .] 

A DEFENSE OF THE ITU 

(Mr. HUMPHREY asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD a communica
tion from the Youngstown Typographical 
Union, No. 200, Youngstown, Ohio, replying 
to certain allegations against the ITU, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 

REORGANIZATION OF FISCAL MANAGE-
MENT IN THE NATIONAL MILITARY 
ESTABLISHMENT 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, on 
May 26 the Senate passed .the 1949 
amendments to the Unification Act. 
That bill was known as S. 1843. Section 
10 of the Senate bill would have added 
to the original unification . law a title 4 
which deals with budget and fiscal ac
counting methods. Senate bill 1843 has 
not been acted upon by the House. How
ever, the Hoase has passed H. R. 5632, 
a bill introduced by Representative 
SHORT, of Missouri. H. R. 5632 carries 
that portion of the Senate bill which 
relates to budget and fiscal matters, and 
in form that is almost identical with 
the Senate bill. However, the bill which 
was enacted by the House does not con
tain the other provisions of the Senate 
bill having to do with unification of the 
armed services. 

In order that this matter may go to 
conference, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate, as in legislative session, 
proceed to the consideration of House 
bill 5632. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection to the request of the Senator from 
Georgia? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill <H. R. 
5632) to reorganize fiscal management 
in the National Military Establishment, 
to promote economy and efficiency, and 
for other purposes, which was read twice 
by its title. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I ask· 
that all after the enacting clause of the 
House bill be stricken, and that the text 
of Senate bill 1843, as passed by the Sen
ate, be substituted therefor. 

The amendment was as follows: 
SHORT TITLE 

SECTION 1. This act may be cited as the 
"National Security Act Amendments of 
1949." 
CHANGE IN COMPOSITION OF THE NATIONAL 

SECURITY COUNCIL 
SEC. 2. The fourth paragraph of section 

101 (a) of the National Security Act of 1947 
is amended to read as follows: . 

"The Council shall be composed of the 
President; the Vice President; the Secretary 
of State; the Secretary of Defense, appointed 
under section 202; the Chairman . of the 
National Security Resources Board, ap
pointed under section 103; such of the Sec
retaries and Under Secretaries of the other 
Executive Departments who have been con
firmed as such Secretaries by the Senate, as · 
the President may designate from time to 
time; and such other officials of the Execu
tive branch of the Government as the Presi
dent, by and with the advice and consent 
of the Senate, may from time tci time ap
point to serve at the pleasure of the Presi
dent as additional members of the Council." 
CONVERSION OF THE NATIONAL MILITARY 

ESTABLISHMENT INTO AN EXECUTIVE DE:PART
MENT 
SEC. 3. Section 201 of the National Security 

Act of 1947 is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 201. (a) There is hereby established, 

as an Executive Department of the Govern
ment, the Department of Defense, and the 
Secretary of Defense shall be the head 
thereof. · · 

"(b) There shall be within the Depart
ment of Defense (1) the Department of the 
Army, the Department of the Navy, and the 
Department of the Air Force, and each such 
department shall on and after the date of 
enactment of the National Security Act 
Amendments of 1949 be military depart
ments in lieu of their prior status as Execu
tive Departments, and (2) all other agencies 
created under title II of this act. 

" ( c) Section 158 of the Revised Statutes, 
. as amended, is amended ,to read as follows: 

" 'SEC. 158. The provisions of this title shall 
apply to the following Executive Depart
ments: 

"'First. The Department of State. 
"'Second. The Department of Defense. 
"'Third. The Department of the Treasury. 
" 'Fourth. The Department of Justice. 
"'Fifth. The Post Office Department. 
"'Sixth. The Department of the Interior. 
"'Seventh. 'fhe Department of Agricul-

ture. 
" 'Eighth. The Department of Commerce. 
"'Ninth. The Department of Labor.' 
" ( d) The provisions of title IV of the 

Revised Statutes as now or hereafter 
amended shall be applicable to the Depart
ment of Defense." 
THE POWERS OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SEC. 4. Section 202 of the National Security 
Act of 1947 is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 202. (a) There shall be a Secretary 
of Defense who shall be appointed from civil
ian life by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate: Provided, 
That a person who has within 10 years been 
on active duty as a commissioned officer in a regular component of the armed services 
shall not be eligible for appointment as Sec
retary of Defense. The Secretary of Defense 
shall b.e the principal assistant . to the Presi
dent in all matters relating to the national 
security. Under the direction of the Presi
dent, he shall be responsible for exercising 
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· direction, authority, and control over the 
Department of Defense, including the per
formance of the following duties- _ 

"(1) Establishment of policies and pro
grams for the Department of Defense; 

"(2) Exercise of direction,. authority, and 
control over the affairs of the Department of 
Defense; 

"(3) Taking of appropriate steps, including 
such coordination, transfers, and consolida
tions as may be necessary, to eliminate un
necessary duplication or overlapping in the 
fields of procurement, supply, transportation, 
storage, health, research, and personnel, and 
in such other fields, as he may deem proper, 
but this shall not be construed to authorize 
the Secretary of Defense to reassign the com- . 
batant functions assigned to the military 
departments by sections 205 ( e) , 206 (b) , 
206 (c), and 208 (f) hereof or to make trans
fers of m1litary personnel from one military 
department to another or to make details or 
assignments of military personnel in a man
ner substantially to affect or change such 
assigned combatant functions; and 

"(4) Performance with respect to the De
partment of Defense of all of the functions 
of .a head of an executive department under 
title II of the Budget and Accounting Act of 
1921, as amended: 
Provided, That subject to the terms of this 
act, the Departments of Army, Navy, and 
Air Force shall be administered by their re
spective secretaries under the direction, au
thority, and control of the Secretary of De
fense. 

"(b) The Secretary of Defense shall submit 
annual written reports to the President and 
the Congress covering expenditures, work, 
and accomplishments of the Department of 
Defense, together with -such recommenda
tions as he shall deem appropriate. 

"(c) The Secretary of Defense shall _cause 
a seal of office to be made for the Department 
of Defense, of such design as the President 
shall approve, and judicial notice shall be 
taken thereof. 

"{d) The Secretary of Defense· may, with
out being relieved of his responsibility there
for, and unless prohibited by some specific 
provision of law, perform any function vested 
in him through or with the aid of such offi
cials or organizational entities of the Depart
ment of Defense as,he may designate. 

" { e) Under such regulations as he shall pre
scribe, the Secretary of Defense with the ap
proval of the President is authorized to 
transfer between the armed services, within 
the authorized commissioned strength of the 
respective services, officers holding permanent 
commissions therein: Provi ded, That no offi
cer shall be transferred without (1) his con
sent, (2) the consent of the service from 
which the transfer is to be made, and (3) the 
consent of the service to which the tran$fer 
1s to be made. · 

"(f) Officers tran~ferred hereunder shall be 
appointed by the President alone to such 
commissioned grade, permanent and tempo
rary, in the armed service to which trans
ferred and be given such place on the ap
plicable promotion list of such service as he 
shall determine: Provided, That Federal serv
ice previously rendered shall, be credited for 
promotion, seniority, and retirement pur
poses as if served ~n the armed service to 
which transferred according to the provisions 
of law governing promotion, seniority, and re
tirement therein: Provided further, That no 
officer upon a transfer to any service from 
which previously transferred shall be given a 
higher grade, or place on the applicable pro-. 
motion list, than that which he could have 
attained had he remained continuously in 
the service to which transferred. 

"(g) Any officer transferred hereunder shall 
be credited with the unused leave to which 
he was entitled at the time of transfer." 

DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE; MILITARY 
ASSISTANTS; AND CIVILIAN PERSONNEL 

SEC. 5. (a) Section 203 of the National Se
curity Act of 1947 is amended to read as 
follows: 

"SEC. 203. (a) There shall be a Deputy Sec
retary of Defense, who shall be appointed 
from civilian life by the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate: 
Provided, That a person who has within 10 
years been on active duty as a commissioned 
officer in a Regular component of the armed 
services shall not be eligible for appointment 
as Deputy Secretary of Defense. The Deputy 
Secretary shall perform such duties and exer
cise such powers as the Secretary of Defense 
may prescribe and shall take precedence · over 
the Secretaries of the Army, the Navy, and 
the Air Force. The Deputy Secretary shall act 
for, and exercise the powers of the Secretary 
of Defense during his absence or disability. 

"(b) Officers of the armed services may be 
detailed to duty as assistants and personal 
aides to the Secretary of Defense, but he shall 
not establish a military staff other than 
those provided for by sections 211 and 212 of 
this act." 

(b) Section 204 of the National Security 
Act of 1947 is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 204. (a) The Secretary of Defense 
is authorized to appoint from civilian life 
not to exceed three special assistants to ad
vise and assist him in the performance of 
his duties. Each such special assistant shall 
receive compensation at the rate of $10,000 
a year. 

"(b) The Secretary of Defense ls author
ized, subject to the civil-service laws and 
the Classification Act of 1923, as amended, 
to appoint and fix the compensation of such 
civilian personnel as may be necessary for 
the performance of the functions of the 

.Department of Defense." 
CREATING THE POSITION OF CHAIRMAN OF THJ:: 

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF AND PRESCRIBING HIS 
POWERS AND DUTIES 

SEC. 6. (a) Section 210 of the National Se
curity Act of 1947 is amended to read as 
follows: · 

-"SEC. 210. There shall be within the De
partment of Defense a War Council composed 
of the Secretary of Defense, as Chairman, 
who shall have power of decision; the Secre
tary of the Army; the Secretary of the Navy; 
the Secretary of the Air Force; the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Chief of Staff, 
United States Army; the Chief of Naval 
Operations; and the Chie,f of Staff, United 
States Air Force. The War Council shall 
advise . the Secretary of Defen§le _on matters 
cf broad policy relating to the armed forces 
and shall consider and report on such other 
matters as the Secretary of Defense may 
direct." 

(b) Section 211 of the National Security 
Act of 1947 is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 211. (a) There is hereby established 
within the Department of Defense the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, which shall consist of a 
Chairman, who shall have no vote but s::..an 
be the head thereof; the C)'.l.ief of Staff, 
United States Army; the Chief of Naval 
Operations; and the Chief of Staff, United 
States Air Force. · · 

"(b) The Chairman shall be appointed by 
the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, from among the 
Regular officers of the armed services to 
serve at the pleasure of the President for a 
term of 2 years and shall be eligible for one 
reappointment, except in time of war when 
there shall be no limitation on the number 
of reappointments. The person appointed 
as Chairman shall, while holding such office, 
take precedence c ver all other officers of the 
armed services, and shall receive the highest 
rate of pay and allowances prescribed by law 
for the Chief of Staff of the Army, the Chief 
of Naval Operations, or the Chief of Staff 
of the Air Force: Provided, That the Chair-

man shall not, by virtue of his office, exer
cise military· command over the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff or the services. 

"(c) Subject to the authority and direc
tion of the President and the Secretary of 
Defense, it shall be the duty of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff to perform, in addition to 
such other duties as the Secretary of Defense 
may direct, the following duties: 

"(1) preparation of strategic plans and 
provision for the strategic direction of the 
military forces; 

"(2) preparation of joint logistic plans and 
assignment to the military services of logistic 
responsibilities in accordance with such 
plans; 

"(3) establishment of unified commands 
in strategic areas when such unified com
mands are in the interests of national se
curity; 

" ( 4) formulation of policies for joint train
ing of the military forces; 

"(5) formulation of policies for coordinat
ing the education of members of the military 
forces; 

"(6) review of major material and person
nel requirements of the military forces, in 
accordance with strategic and logistic plans; 
and 

"(7) providing United States representa
tion on the Military Staff Committee of the 
United Nations in accordance with the pro
visions of the Charter of the United Nations. 

"(d) The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff as such shall act as the principal mili
tary adviser to the President and the Secre
tary of Defense and shall perform such other 
duties as the President and the Secretary 
of Defense may direct or as may be pre
scribed by law." 

(c) Section 212 of the National Security 
Act of 1947 is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 212. There shall be, under the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff,. a Joint Staff to consist of not 
to exceed 210 officers and to be composed of 
approxirriately equal numbers of omcers ap
pointed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff from 
each of the three armed services. The Joint 
Staff, operating under a Director thereof ap
pointed by t;he Joint Chiefs of Staff with 
the approval of the Secretary of Defense, 
shall perform such duties as may be di
rected by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Di
rector shall be an officer junior in grade to 
all members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff." 
CHANGING THE TlELATIONSHIP OF THE SECRETARY 

OF DEFENSE TO THE MUNITIONS BOARD 

SEC. 7. Section 213 of the National Security 
Act of 1947 is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 213 (a) There is hereby established 
in the Department of Defense a Munitions 
Board (hereinafter in this section referred 
to as the 'Board'). 

"(b) The Board shall be composed of a 
Chairman, who shall be the head thereof, 
and an Under Secretary or Assistant Secre
tary from each of ·the three military depart
ments, to be designated in each case by the 
Secretaries of their respective departments. 
The ,Chairman shall be appointed from civil
ian life by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, and shall 
receive compensation at the rate of $14,000 a 
year. 

"(c) The Board, or if the Secretary of De
fense should so prescribe, the Chairman, 
after consultation with the Board, shall as
sist the Secretary of Defense in performing 
such duties as the Secretary of Defense may 
direct, including, in the discretion of the 
Secretary of Defense, any or all of the fol
lowing in support of stqi,tegic and logistic 
plans and in consonance with guidance in 
those fields provided by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff-

"(1) coordination of the appropriate ac
tivities with regard to industrial matters, 
including the procurement, production, and 
distribution plans of the Department of 
Defense; 
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"(2) planning for the m111tary aspects of 

industrial mobilization; 
"(3) assignment of procurement responsi

bilities among the several military depart
ments and planning i:or standardization of 
specifications and for the greatest practica
ble allocation of purchase authority of tech
nical equipmen1i and common-use items on 
the basis of single procurement; 

"(4) preparation of estimates of potential 
production, procurement, and personnel for 
use in evaluation of the logistic feasibiltty of 
strategic operations; 

" ( 5) det ermination of relative priorities of 
the various segments of the military pro
curement programs; 

"(6) supervision of such subordinate 
agencies as are or may be created to con
sider t he subjects falling within the scope 
of the Board's responsibilities; 

"(7) regrouping, combining, or dissolving 
of existing interservice agencies operating in 
the fields of procurement, production, and 
distribution in such manner as to promote 
efficiency and economy; 

"(8) maintenance of liaison with other 
departments and agencies for the proper cor-

. relat.ion of military requirements with the 
civilian economy, particularly in regard to 
the procurement or disposition of strategic 
and critical material and the maintenance 
of adequate reserves of such material, and 
making of recommendations as to policies in 
connection therewith; and 

"(9) assembly and review of material and 
personnel requirements presented by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and by the production, 
procurement, and distribution agencies as
signed to meet military needs, and making 
of recommendations thereon to the Secre
tary of Defense. 

"(d) When the Chairman of the Board first 
appointed has taken office, the Joint Army 
and Navy Munitions Board shall cease to 
exist and all its records and personnel shall 
be transferred to the Munitions Board. 

" ( e) The Secretary of Defense shall pro
vide the Board with such personnel and 
facilities as the Secretary may determine to 
be required by the Board for the performance 
of its functions." 
CHANGING THE RELATIONSHIP OF THE SECRETARY 

OF DEFENSE TO THE RESEARCH AND DEVELOP

MENT BOARD 

SEC. 8. Section 214 of the National Security 
Act of 1947 is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 214. (a) There is hereby established 
in the Department of Defense a Research . 
and Development Board (hereinafter in this 
section referred to as the 'Board'). The 
Board shall be composed of a Chairman, who 
shall be the head thereof, and two represen
tatives from each of the Dep~rtments of the 
Army, Navy, and Air Force, to be designated 
by the Secretaries of their respective De
partments. The Chairman shall be appointed 
from civilian life by the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
and shall receive compensation at the rate 
of $14,000 a year. The purpose of the Board 
shall be to advise the Secretary of Defense 
as to the status of scientific research rela
tive to the national security, and to assist 
him in assuring adequate provision for re
search and development on scientific prob
lems relating to the national security. 

"(b) The Board, or if the Secretary of 
Defense should so prescribe, the Chairman, 
after consultation with the Board, shall as
sist the Secretary of Defense in performing 
such dut ies as the Secretary of Defense may 
direct, including, in the discretion of the 
Secretary of Defense, any or all of the fol
lowing-

" ( 1) preparation of a complete and in
tegrated program of research and develop
ment for military purposes; 

"(2 ) advising with regard to trends in 
scieatific research relating to national se
curity and the measures necessary to assure 
continued and increasing progress; 

"(3) coordination of research and develop
ment among the military departments, and 
allocation among them of responsibilities for 
specific programs; 

"(4) formulation of policy for the Depart
ment of Defense in connection with research 
and development matters involving agencies 
outside the Department of Defense; and 

"(5) consideration of the interaction of re
search and development and strategy, and 
advising the Joint Chiefs of Staff in connec
tion therewith. 

" ( c) When the Chairman of the Board first 
appointed has taken office, the Joint Research 
and Development Board shall cease to exist 
and all its records and personnel shall be 
transferred to the Research and Development 
Board. 

"(d) The Secretary of Defense shall provide 
the Board with such personnel and facilities 
as the Secretary may determine to be required 
by the Board for the performance .of its 
functions." 
COMPENSATION OF SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, DEP• 

UTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, SECRETARIES OF 

MILITARY DEPARTMENTS, AND CONS~TANTS 
SEC. 9; (a) Section 301 of the National Se-

curity Act of 1947 is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"SEC. 301. (a) The Secretary of Defense 
shall receive the compensation prescribed by 
law for heads of executive departments. 

"(b) The Deputy Secretary of Defense shall 
receive compensation at the rate of $14,500 
a year. 

" ( c) The Secretary of the Army, the Sec
retary of the Navy, and the Secretary of the 
Air Force shall each receive compensation 
at the rate of $14,000 a year." 

(b) Section 303 (a) of the National Secu
rity Act of 1947 is amended to read as follows: 

"(a) The Secretary ~f Defense, the Chair
man of the National Security Resources 
Board, the Director of Central Intelligence, 
and the National Security Council, acting 
through its Executive S_ecretary, are author
ized to appoint such advisory committees and 
to employ, consistent with other provisions 
of this act, such part-time advisory person- . 
nel as they may deem necessary in carrying 
out their respective functions and the func
ti<ms of agencies under their control. Per
sons holding other offices or position under 
the United States for which they receive com
pensation, while serving as members of such 
c.ommittees, shall receive no additional com
pensation for such service. Other members 
of such committees and other part-time ad
visory personnel so employed may serve with
out compensation or may receive compensa
tion at a rate not to exceed $50 for each day 
of service, as determined by the appointing 
authority." 
REORGANIZATION OF FISCAL MANAGEMENT TO 

PROMOTE ECONOMY AND EFFICIENCY 

SEC. 10. The National Security Act of 1947 
is amended by inserting at the end thereof 
the following new title: · 

"TITLE IV 
"PROMOTION OF ECONOMY AND EFFICIENCY 

THROUGH ESTABLISHMENT OF UNIFORM 
BUDGETARY AND FISCAL PROCEDURES AND 
ORGANIZATIONS 

"Comptroller of Department of Defense 
"SEC. 401. (a) In order to implement the 

provisions of section 202 (a) conferring 
·upon the Secretary of Defense authority and 
control over the military budget, there is 
hereby established in the Office of the Sec
retary of Defense an office to be known as 
the Office of Comptroller of the Department 
of Defense, which shall be headed by a 
Comptroller to be appointed from civilian 
life by the Secretary of Defense and who 
shall receive compensation at the rate pre
scribed by law for special assistants to the 
Secretary of Defense. 

"(b) The Comptroller shall advise and 
assist the Secretary of Defense 1n perform-

ing such budgetary and fiscal functions as 
may be required to carry out the powers 
conferred upon the Secretary of Defense by 
section 202 (a) of this act and by this title, 
including but not limited to those specified 
in this subsection. Subject to the authority 
and direction of the Secretary of Defense, • 
the Comptroller shall-

" (I) supervise and direct the preparation 
of the budget estimates of the Department 
of Defense; and 

"(2) establish, and supervise the execu
tion of-

"(A) principles, policies, and procedures 
to be followed in connection with organiza
tional and administrative matters relating . 
to-

"(i) the preparation and execution of 
the budgets, 

"(ii) fiscal, cost, operating, an~ capital 
property accounting, 

" (iii) progress and statistical reporting, 
"(iv) internal audit, and 
"(B) policies and procedures relating to 

the expenditure and collection of funds 
administered by the Department of De
fense; and 

" ( 3) establish uniform terminologies, 
classifications, and procedures in all such 
matters. 

"MILITARY DEPARTMENT BUDGET AND FISCAL 

ORGANIZATION-DEPARTMENTAL COMPTROLLERS 

"SEC. 402. (a) The Secretary of .Defense 
shall cause budgeting, accounting, progress 
and statistical reporting, and administrative 
organization structure and managerial pro
cedures relating thereto in each of the mili
tary departments to be organized and con
ducted in a manner consistent with the 
operations of the Office of the Comptroller 
of the Department of Defense. 

"(b) There is hereby established in each 
of the three military departments the Office 
of Comptroller. Subject to the authority of 
the Secretary of Defense as set forth in sec
tion 202 (a) of this act and the authority 
granted by this title, and subject to tlie au
thority of the respective departmental Secre
taries, the comptrollers of the military de
partments shall be. responsible for all 
budgeting, accounting, and progress and sta
tistical reporting in their respective depart
ments and for the administrative organiza
tion structure aild managerial procedures 
relating thereto.. The Secretaries of the 
military departments may tn their-discretion 
appoint either civilian or military personnel 
as comptrollers of the military departments. 
Departmental comptrollers shall be under . 
the direction and supervision of, and directly 
responsible to, either the Secretary, the Un
der Secretary, or an Assistant Secretary of the 
respective military departments. Where the 
departmental comptroller is not a civilian, 
the Secretary of the department concerned 
shall appoint a civilian as Deputy Comp
troller. · 

"PERFORMANCE BUDGET 

"SEC. 403. (a) The budget estimates of the 
Department of Defense shall be prepared, 
presented, and justified, where practicable, 
a:r;id authorized programs shall be admin
istered, in such form and manner as the 
Secretary of Defense, subject to the author
ity and direction of the President, may de
termine, so as to account foi:, and ieport, 
the cost of performance of readily identifiable 
functional programs and activities, with 
segregation of operating and capital pro
grams. So far as practicable, the budget 
estimates and authorized programs of the 
military departments shall be set forth in 
readily comparable form and shall follow a 
uniform pat tern. 

"(b) In order to expedite the conversion 
from present budget and accounting methods 
to the cost-of-performance basis contem
plated in this title, the Secretary of Defense, 
with the approval of the President, is au
thorized and directed, until the end of the 
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second full fiscal year following the date of 
enactment of this act, to make such trans
fers and adjustments within each military 
qepartment betw~en appropriations available 
for obligation by such department. in such 
manner as he deems necessary to cause the 
obligation and administration of funds and 
the reports of expenditures to reflect tt;e cost 
of performance of such programs and activi
ties. Reports of transfers ·and adjustments 
made pursuant to the authority of t his sub
section shall be made currently to the Presi.
dent and the Congress. 

"PROGRAM ADJUSTMENTS 

"SEC. 404. After the end of the ~econd full 
fiscal year following the date of enactment 
of this act, ·the Secretary of Defense, with 
th~ approval of the President, is authorized 
and directed to make transfers and adjust
ments between appropriations within each 
military department in order to provide max
imum economy and efficiency in the opera
tion of programs for which appropriations 
may be made from time to time, but no ap
propri;:i. '. ion shall be increased or decreased 
thereby by more than 5 percent. Reports 
of transfers and adjustments made ptirsuant 
to the E .. Uthority Of this section shall be made 
currently to the President and the Congress. 

"AUTHORIZATIONS FOR APPROPRIATIONS. 

"SEC. 405. In order to provide. the most 
effective control by the P1·esident and the 
Congress over the moneys in the Treasury 
not appropriated to specific purposes and to 
achieve economy and efficien cy in matters 
arising out of the availability and expendi
ture of moneys which may, from time to 
time, be appropriated to the Department of 
Defense, no requests for legislation, which, 
1f enacted, would authorize any appropria
tions to be made to any of the military de
partments, shall be transmitted to the 
Bureau of the Budgtlt, the President, or the 
Congress by the military department con
cerned, or by the Department of Defense, 
°" ithout the prior approval of the Secretary 
of Defense. 

"OBLIGATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

"SEC. 406. In order to prevent overdrafts 
and deficiencies in any fiscal year for which 
appropriations are made, on and after the 
beginning of the next fiscal year following 
the date of enactment of this act appropri
ations made to the Depart\llent of Defense 
or to the military departments, and reim
bursements thereto, shall be available for 
obligation and expenditure only after the 
Secretary of Defense shall approve scheduled 
rates of obligation, or modifications thereof: 
Provided, however, That nothi~g in this sec- . 
tion shall affect the right of the Department 
of Defense to incur deficiencies '4nder any 
existing laws or prevent it from incurring 
deficiencies in order to meet the require
men tr. of national interest or security arising 
out of emergencies which may be declared 
by the President to exist, ;:i.nd in such event 
to the extent that he may direct. 

"WORKING-CAPITAL FUNDS 

"SEC. 407. (a) In orde:r more effectively to 
control and account for the cos-I; of programs 
and work performed in the Department of 
Defr:nse, the Secretary of Defense ls author
ized to require the establishment of working
capital funds in the De!'Jartment ot Defense 
for ·:.he purpose of-

" (1) financing inventories of such stores, 
supplies, materials, and equipment as he may 
designate; and 

"{2) rrovidi'1.g working capital for such in
dustrial-type act ivities, and for such commer
cial-type activities as provide common serv
ices within or among the departments and 
agencies of the Department of Defense, as he 
may designate. 

"{b) The Secretary of the Treasury ts au
thorized and directed to establish on the 
books of the Treasury Department at the re
quest of the Secretary of Defense the working-

capital funds established pursuant to the 
authority of this section. 

" ( c) Such funds shall be-
" { l) charged, y.rhen appropriate, with the 

cost of stores, supplies, materials, and equip
ment procured or otherwise acquired, manu
factured, repaired, issued, and consumed and 
of se.rvices rendered or work performed, in
cluding applicable administrative expenses; 
and ... 

"(2) reimbursed from available appropria
tions or otherwise credited for the cost of 
stores, supplies, materials, or equipment fur
nished and of services rendered or work per
formed, including applicable administrative 
expenses. . 

"Reports of the condition and operations of 
such funds shall be made annually to the 
President and to the Congress. -

"(d) The Secretary of Defense is author
ized to provide capital for ·such working
capital funds by capitalizing inventories on 
hand and, with the approval of the President, 
by transfer, until December 31, 1954, from 
unexpended balances of any appropriations of 
the militdty depa:i;tments not carried to the 
surplus fund of the Treasury: Provided, ?-'hat . 
no deficiency shall be incurred in any such 
appropriation as a result of any such transfer. 
To the extent that such methods do not, in 
the determination of the Secret'.l.ry of De- · 
fense, provide adequate amounts of working 
capital, there is hereby authorized to be ap
propriated, out of any moneys in the Treasury 
not appropriated· for other purposes, such 
sums as may be necessary to provide adequate 
working capital. 

" { e) Subject to the authority and direction 
of the Secretary of Defense, the Secretaries of 
the military departments shall allocate re
sponsibllity within their respective military 
departments for the execution of functions 
which each military department· is author
ized by law to perform in such a manner as 
to effect the most economical and efficient 
org-anization and operation of the activities 
and use of the inventories for which working
capital funds. are, authorized by this section. 

1• {f) No greater cost shall be incurred by 
the re-quisitioning agency for stores, sup
plies, materials, or equipment drawn from 
inventories, and for serviees rendered or work 
performed by the industrial-type or commer
cial-type activities for which working
capital funds are authorized by this section, 
than the amount of appropriations or funds 
available for such purposes. 

"(g) The Secretary of Defense ls author
ized to issue regulations to govern the op
eration .of activities and use of inventories 
authorized by this section, which regulations 
may, 'whenever he determines the measures 
set forth in this subsection to be required ~ 
by the needs of the Department of Defense, 
and when they are authorized by law, permit 
stores, supplies, materials, and equipment to 
be sold to, and services to be rendered or work 
performed for, purchasers or users outside 
the Department of Defense. In such ca.ses, 
the working-capital funds involved may be 
reimbursed by charges against appropriate 
appropriations or by payments received in 
cash. 

"{h) The appraised value of all stores, sup
plies, materials, and equipment returned to 
such working-capital funds from any de
partment, activity, or agency, may be charged 
to the working-capital fund concerned and 
the proceeds thereof shall be credited to the 
current appropriations concerned; the 
amounts so credited shall be available for 
expenditures for the same purposes as the 
appropriations credited: Provided, That the 
provisions of this subsection shall not per
mit credits to appropriations as the result 
of capitalization of invento~ies authorized by 
subsection {d) of this section. 

":MANAGEMENT FUNDS 

"SEC. 408. The act of July 3, 1942 (56 Stat. 
645, ch. 484), as amended, is hereby further 
amended to read ae follows: 

"'(a) For the purpose of facilitat ing the 
economical ai1d efficient conduct of opera
t ions' in the Departmen t of Defense which are 
financed by two or' - more appropriations 
where the costs of the operations are not 
susceptible of immediate dist ribut ion as 
ch arges to such appropriations, there are 
h ereby established the Navy Management 
Fund, the Army Management Fund, and the 
Air Force Management ' Fund, each within, 
and under the direction ·of the respective 
Secretaries of, the Departments of the Navy, 
Army, or Air Force, as the case may be. 
There are authorized to be appropriated 
from time to time such funds as may be 
necessary to accomplish the purposes of the 
funds. 

"'(b) The corpus of the Navy Manage
ment Fund shall consist ot the sum of $1,-
000,000 heretofore transferred to the Naval 
Procurement Fund from the Naval Emer
gency Fund (17X0300), which amount, and 
a.U balances in, and obligations against, any 
accounts in the Naval Procurement Fund, are 
hereby transferred to the Navy Management 
Fund; the corpus of th~ Army Management 
Fund shall c9nslst of the sum of $1 ,000,000, 
which shall be transferred thereto from any 
unobligated balance of any appropriation 
available to the Department of the Army; the 
corpus of the Air Force Management Fund 
shall consist of the sum of $1~000,000, which 
shall be transferred thereto from any un
obligated balance of any appropriation avail
able to the Department of the Air Force; in 
each case together with such additional funds 
as may from time to time be appropriated 
to any of said funds. Accounts for the in
dividual operations to be financed under the 
respective management funds shall be es
tablished only upon approval by the Secretary 
of Defense. 

" ' ( c) Expenditures may be made from said 
management funds from time to time for 
material (other than material for stock) and 
for personal and contractual services under 
such regulations as may be prescribed by the 
Secretary of Defense: Provided, ( 1) That no 
obligation shall be incurred against any such 
fund which ts not properly chargeable to 
available funds under an appropriation of 
the department within which the fund is es
tablished or, whenever necessary to effec
tuate purposes aut horized by this act, as 
amended, to funds of another department or 
agency within the Department of Defense, 
and (2) that each fund shall be promptly 
reimbursed from the appropriate appropria
tions of such department for all expenditures 
properly chargeable thereto. Nothing herein 
or in any other provision of law sh all be 
construed to prevent advances by check or 
warrant, or reimbursements to any of said 
management funds from appropriations of 
said departments on the basis of the esti
mated cost of a project, such estimated cost 
to be revised and necessary appropriation ad
justments made when adequate data become : 
available. 

"'{d) Except as otherwise provided by 
law, amounts advanced to the management 
funds under the provisions of this Act shall 
be available for obligation only during the 
fiscal year in which they are advanced: Pro
vided, however, That nothing contained in 
this Act shall alter or limit the aut horized 
period of availability of the funds from 
which such advances are made. Final ad
justments of advances in accordance with 
actual costs shall be effected with the ap
propriate funds for the fiscal year. 

"'(e) The portion of the Naval Appropria
tion Act, 1945 (58 St at. 301, 310), relating to 
the Naval Procurement Fund is hereby re
pealed.' 

"ADJUSTMENT OF ACCOUNTS 

"SEC. 409. (a) When under authority of 
law a !unction or an activity is transferred or 
assigned from one department 01· agency 
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within the Department of Defense to an
other such department or agency, the bal
ances of appropriations which are deter
mined by the Secretary of Defense to be 
available and necessary to finance or dis
charge the function or activity so transferred. 
or assigned may, with the approval of the 
President, be transferred to, and be avail
able for use by the department or agency to 
which said function or activity is transferred 
or assigned for any purpose for which said 
funds were originally available. Balances so 
transferred shall be credited to any appli
cable existing appropriation account or ac
counts, or to any new appropriation account 
or accounts, which are hereby authorized to 
be established on the books of the Treasury 
Department, of the department or organiza
tion to which such function or activity is 
transferred, and shall be merged with funds 
in the applicable existing or newly estab
lished appropriation account or accounts 
and thereafter accounted for as one fund. 
Balances transferred to existing accounts 
shall be subject only to such limitations 
as are specifically applicable to such accounts 
and those transferred to new accounts shall 
be subject only to such limitations as are 
applicable to the appropriations from which 
they are transferred. 

"(b) The number of employees which in 
the opinion of the Secretary of Defense is 
required for such transferred functions or 
activities may, with the approval of the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, be 
deducted from any personnel maximum or 
limitation of the department - or agency 
within the Department of Defense from 
which such function or activity is trans
ferred, and added to any such personnel 
maximum or limitation. of the department or 
agency to which such function or activity is 
transferred. 

"AVAILABILITY OF REIMBURSEMENTS 

"SEC. 410. To carry out the purposes of 
this Act, reimbursements made under the 
authority of the Economy Act (31 U. S. c. 
686), and sums paid by or on behalf of per
sonnel of any department or organization for 
services rendered or supplies furnished, may 
be credited to authorized replacing or other 
accounts. Funds credited to such accounts 
shall remain available for obligation for the 
same period as the funds in the account so 
credited and each such account shall consti
tute one fund on the books of the Treasury 
Department. 

"COMMON USE OF DISBURSING FACILITIES 

"SEc. 411. To the extent authorized by the 
Secretary of Defense, disbursing officers of 
the Departments of the Army, Navy, and Air 
Force may, out of accounts of advances avail
able to them, make disbursements covering 
obligations arising in connection with any 
function or activity of any other department 
.or organization within the Department of 
Defense and charge upon vouchers the proper 
appropriation or appropriations of the other 
department or organization: Provided, That 
all said expenditures shall subsequently be 
adjusted in settlement of disbursing officers' 
accounts. · 

"REPORTS OF PROPERTY 

"SEc. 412. The Secretary of Defense shall 
cause property records to be maintained in 
the three military departments, so far as 
practicable, on both a quantitative and 
monetary basis, under regulations which he 
shall prescribe. Such property records shall 
include the fixed property, installations, and 
major items of equipment as well as the 
supplies, materials, and equipment held in 
store by the armed services. The Secretary 
shall report annually thereon to the Presi
·ctent and to the Congress. 

"REPEALING AND SAVING FRO VISIONS 

"SEc. 413. All laws, orders, and regula
tions inconsistent with the provisions of this 
titla are repealed insofar as they are incon-

sistent with the powers, duties, and respon
sibilities enacted hereby: Provided, That 
the powers, duties, and responsibilities of the 
Secretary of Defense under this title shall 
be administered in conformance with the 
policy and requirements for administration 
of budgetary and fiscal matters in the Gov
ernment generally, including accounting and 
financial reporting, and that nothing in this 
title shall be construed as eliminating or 

·modifying the powers, duties, and responsi
bilities of any other department, agency, or 
officer of the Government in connection with 
such matters." 

MISCELLANEOUS AND TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 
AND SAVING PROVISIONS 

SEC. 11. (a) The National Security Act of 
1947 is amended by striking cut .the term 
"National Military Establishment", wherever 
it appears in such act, and inserting in lieu 
thereof "Department of Defense." 

(b) Section 207 (a) of the National Secu
rity Act of 1947 is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 207. (a) · Within the Department of 
Defense there is hereby established a mili
tary department to be known as the Depart
ment of the Air Force, and the Secretary of 
the Air Force who shall be the head thereof. 
The Secretary of the Air Force shall be ap
pointed from civilian life by the President 
by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate." 

(c) Section 207 (b) of the National Secu-
rity Act of 1947 is repealed. · 

(d) The first sentence of' section 208 (a) 
of the National Security Act of 1947 is 
amended by striking out the word "under" 
and inserting in lieu thereof the word 
"within." 

( e) Section 308 (b) of the National Secu
rity Act of 1947 is amended to read as follows: 

" ( b) As used in this act, the term 'De
partment of Defense' shall be deemed to in
clude the military departments of the Army, 
the Navy, and the Air Force, and all agencies 
created under title II of this act." 

(f) The titles of the Secretary of Defense, 
the Secretary of the Army, the Secretary of 
the Navy, the Secretary of the Air Force, the 
Under Secretaries and the Assistant Secre
taries of the Departments of the Army, Navy, 
and Air Force, the Chairman of the Muni
tions Board, and the Chairman of the Re
search and Development Board, shall not be 
changed by virtue of this act, and the re
appointment of the officials holding such 
titles on the effective date of this act shall 
not be required. It is hereby declared to 
be the intention of Congress that section 
203 (a) of the National ·Security Act of 1947, 
as amended by section 5 of this act, shall 
not be deemed to have created a new office 
of Deputy Secretary of Defense but shall be 
deemed to have continued in existence, under 
a new title, the Offic;:e of Under Secretary of 
Defense which was established by the act 
entitled "An act to amend the National Se
curity Act of 1947 to provide for an Under 
Secretary of Defense", approved April 2, 1949 
(Public Law 36, 8lst Cong). The title of 
the official holding the Office of Under Sec
retary of Defense on the effective date of 
this act shall be changed to Deputy Secre
tary of Defense and the, reappointment of 
such official shall not be required. 

(g) All laws, orders, regulations, and other 
actions relating to the National Military 
Establishment, the Departments of the Army, 
the Navy, or the Air Force, or to any officer 
or activity of such establishment or such 
departments, shall, except to the extent in
consistent with the provisions of this act, 
have the same effect as if this act had not 
been enacted; but, after the effective date 
of this act, any such law, order, regulation, 
or other action which vested functions in 
or otherwise related to any officer, depart
ment, or establishment, shall be deemed to 
have vested such function in or relate to 
the officer or department, executive or mili
tary, succeeding the officer, department, or 
e~~ablis~eP:_~ in which such 1'1.!nction :was 

vested. For purposes of this subsection the 
Department of Defense shall be deemed the 
department succeeding the National Military 
Establishment, and the military departments· 
of Army, Navy, and Air Force shall be deemed 
the departments succeeding the Executive 
Departments of Army, Navy, and Air Force. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. RUSSELL]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The amendment was ordered to be en

grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill; H. R. 5632, was read the third 
time and passed. 
ON-THE-SPOT AUDITS OF FISCAL REC

ORDS OF OFFICE OF SERGEANT AT 
ARMS OF HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the joint resolution <H. J. Res. 
298) to provide for on-the-spot audits by 
the General Accounting Office of the 
fiscal records of the Office of the Ser
geant at Arms of the House of Repre
sentatives, which was read twice by its 
title. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the joint resolution. 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution <H. J. Res. 298) was consid
ered, order to a third readfog, read the 
third time, and passed. 
PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES OF 

CERTAIN PUBLICATIONS OF COMMIT
TEE ON UN-AMERICAN ACTIVITIES 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate House Concurrent Resolution 52, 
which was read, as follows: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That there be 
printed 250,000 additional copies each of the 
publications of the Committee on Un-Amer
ican Activities entitled "100 Things You 
Should Know About Communism in the 
U. S. A.," "100 Things You Should Know 
About Communism and Religion," as 
amended, "100 Things You Should Know 
About Communism and Education," "100 
Things You Should Know About Commu
nism and Labor," and "100 Things You 
Should Know About Communism and Gov
ernment": Provided, That the above-named 
publications be printed in one volume, of 
which 125,000 copies shall be for the use of 
the Committee on Un-American Activities of 
the House of Representatives and 125,000 
copies shall be for the House folding room; 
be it further resolved 

That there be printed 250,000 additional 
copies of the publication of the Committee 
on Un-American Activities entitled "Spot
light on Spies," of which 125,000 copies shall 
be for the use of the Committee on Un-Amer
ican Activities of the House of Representa
tives and 125,000 copies shall be for the House 
folding room. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate concur in the concur
rent resolution. 

The motion was agreed to. 
RUDOLF A. V. RAFF 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the amendment of the House of 
Representatives to the bill <S. 584) for 
the relief of Rudolf A. V. Raff, which was 
to strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 
That in the administration of the im
migration laws Rudolf A. V. Raff shall, upon 
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application at a port of entry of the United 
States, be admitted for permanent residence 
without an immigration visa, provided he 
meets all the other requirements of the tm
Jnigration laws. Upon his admission into 
the United States, the Secretary of State 
shall deduct one number from the quota . 
for Austria for the year in which the ad
mission occurs or from such quota for the 
firs.t succeeding year. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I move that the 
Senate concur in the amendment of the 
House. 

The motion was agreed to. 
PENSION, ETC., TO INCOMPETENT VET

ERANS WITHOUT DEPENDENTS DURING 
HOSPITALIZATION 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the amendment of the House of 
Representatives to the bill <S. 266) modi
fying a limitation affecting the pension, 
compensation, or retirement pay pay
able on account of an incompetent vet
eran without dependents during hos
pitalization, institutional or domiciliary 
care, which was, on page 2, line 5, to 
strike out "veterans' " and insert "vet
eran's." 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
amendment of the Houae is an entirely 
corrective one, and I move that the Sen
ate concur in the House amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 
EFFECTIVE DATE OF CERTAIN AWARDS 

OF PENSIONS BY VETERANS' ADMIN
ISTRATION 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the amendments of the House of 
Representatives to the bill <S. 811> to 
adjust the effective date of certain 
awards of pensions and compensations 
payable by the Veterans' Administration, 
which were, on page 2 line 5, to strike 
out "day the claim" and insert "date·the 
award"; on page 2, line 6, to strike out 
"allowed had' it" and insert "effective 
had claim"; and on page 2, line 6, to 
strike out "within 1 year of the" and 
insert "on the date of." 

Mr. GEORGE. The amendments are 
entirely technical and corrective in point 
of language, and I movP. that the Senate 
concur in the House amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 
EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY OF ADMINIS

TRATOR OF VETERANS' AFFAIRS RE
SPECTING LEASES AND LEASED PROP
ERTY 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the amendments of the House of 
Representatives to the bill <S. 2010) to 
extend for 2 years the authority of the 
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs re
specting leases and leased property, 
which were, on page 1, line 7, to strike 
out "1951" and insert "1950"; and to 
amend the title so as to read: "An act 
to extend for 1 year the authority of the 
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs re
specting leases and leased property." 

Mr. GEORGE. The House amend
ments provide for cutting down the term 
of extension to 1 year. I move that the 
Senate concur in the House amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 
CONSTRUCTION OF RENTAL HOUSING ON 

OR IN MILITARY INSTALLATIONS 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the amendment of the House of 

Representatives to the bill <S. 1184) to 
encourage construction of rental hous-· 
ing on or in area adjacent to Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps, and Air Force installa
tions, and for other purposes, which was, 
on page 6, line 10, .after the word "use" 
to insert a comma and "except that if 
the Commissioner finds in exceptional 
cases there is a need for larger sized fam
ily units in any project the mortgage may 
involve a principal obligation in an 
amount not to exceed $9,000 per family 
unit for such part of such property or 
project as may be attributable to dwelling 
use." 

Mr. MAYBANK. I move that the 
Senate disagree to the amendment, ask 
for a conference with the House thereon, 
and that the Chair appoint conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
as a member of the Armed Services Com
mittee, I should simply like to ask if 
the Senator would explain what the 
amendment would do. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I suggest that the 
clerk read the amendment. It provides 
merely for an increase in the amount of 
money, I think, from $8,100 to $9,000. 

Mr. WHERRY. It is an increase of 
$900 in the insurance feature, is it not? 

Mr. MAYBANK. That is correct. 
Mr. WHERRY. The amendment was 

placed on the bill in the House. 
Mr. MAYBANK. The amendment was 

submitted by Representative SPENCE. 
Mr .. WHERRY. Mr. President, I have 

no objection. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 

is on the motion of the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK] that the 
Senate disagree to the House amendment, 
ask for a conference with the House 
thereon, and that the Chair appoint 
conferees. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Vice 
_ President appointed Mr. MAYBANK, Mr. 

SPARKMAN, Mr. DOUGLAS, Mr. FLANDERS, 
and Mr. CAIN conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

AMENDMENT OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS 
ACT OF 1938 

The Vice President laid before the Sen
ate the amendment of the House of Rep
resentatives to the bill (S. 447) to amend 
the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, as 
amended, to regulate the transportation, 
packing, marking, and description of ex
plosives and other dangerous articles, 
which was, to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 

That section 902 of the Civil Aeronautics 
Act of 1938, as amended, is amended by in
serting after subsection (g) thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"TRANSPORTATION OF EXPLOSIVES AND OTHER 
DANGEROUS ARTICLES 

"(h) (1) Any person who knowingly de
livers or causes to be delivered to an air car
rier or to the operator of any civil aircraft 
for transportation in air commerce, or who 
causes the transportation in air commerce of, 
any shipment, baggage, or property, the 
transportation of which would be prohibited 
by any rule, regulation, or requirement pre
scribed by the Civil Aeronautics Board, under 
title VI of this act, relating to the transpor
tation, packing, marking, or · description of 
explosives or other dangerous articles shall, 
upon conviction thereof for each such offense, 
be subject to a fine of not more than $1,000, 
or to imprisonment nqt exceeding 1 year, or 

to both such fine and imprisonment: Pro
vided, That when death or bodily injury of 
any person results from an offense punishable 
under this subsection, the person or persons 
convicted thereof shall, in lieu of the fore
going penalty. be subject to a fine of not m ore 
than $10,000 or to imprisonment not exceed
ing 10 years, or to both such fine and impris
onment. 

"(2) in the exercise of its authority under 
title VI of this act, the Civil Aeronautics 
Board may provide by regulation for the ap
plication in whole or in part of the rules or 
regulations of the Interstat e Commerce com
mission (including future amendments and 
additions thereto) relating to the transporta 
tion, packing, marking, or description of -ex
plosives, or other dangerous articles for sur
face transportation, to the shipment and car
riage by air of such articles. Such applicabil
ity may be terminated by the Board at any 
time. While so made applicable, any such 
rule or regulation, or part thereof, of the 
Interstate Commerce Commissi01;1 shall for 
the purpose of this act be deemed to be a 
regulation of the Board prescribed under title 
VI." 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I move 
that the Senate concur in the amend
ment of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 
REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIONS ON CERTAIN 

LANDS AUTHORIZED TO BE CONVEYED 
TO TRUSTEES OF PORTER ACADEMY 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the bill <H. R. 4466) removing cer
tain restrictions imposed by the act of 
March 8, 1888, on certain lands author
ized by such act to be conveyed to the 
trustees of Porter Academy. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. _President, I 
move that House bill 4466 be indefinitely 
postponed, for the reason that the House 
passed Senate bill 1742, similar to the 
House bill on the last calendar call. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sena
tor from South Carolina. 

The µiotion was agreed to. 
COMMENTS BY STATE DEPARTMENT ON 

HOOVER COMMISSION REPORTS 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, L 
have received from the State Department 
comments on the Hoover Commission re
ports as they affect that Department. I 
ask unanimous consent to .have printed 
in the body of the RECORD at this point 
as a part of my remarks a statement 
which I have prepared on the subject, to
gether with two letters from the Depart
ment. 

There being no objection, the state
ment and letters were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN ·L. M 'CLELLAN, 

CHAIRMAN, SENATE COMl\llTTEE ON EXPENDI
TURES JN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 

Senator JOHN L. MCCLELLAN, of Arkansas, 
chairman of the Senate Committee on Ex
penditures in the . Executive Departments, 
released a letter today from Mr. John E. Peu
rifoy, Deputy Un4er Secretary, Department of 
State, with reference to implementation of 
recommendations of the Hoover Commission 
within that Department. This is the four- _ 
teenth such release based on reports received 
by the committee from the various Federal 
agencies in response to. a· request· from the 
chairman for comments relative to the im
pact of the recommendations affecting such 
agencies, and administrative action taken to 
comply with those which will require no 
legislation. 
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Mr. Peurifoy states that the enactment of 

Public Law 73, on the reorganization of the 
Department of State, is all the legislative au
thority that will be required at this time to 
provide the necessary legal authorization for 
carrying out the organizational recommenda
tions of the Commission, and that it is not 
proposed to seek further action at this time 
on recommendation No. 20 (of the Hoover 
Commission Report on Foreign Affairs) , per
taining to the amalgamation of the perma
nent State Department establishment in 
Washington and the personnel of the Foreign 
Service. He states that "authorizing legisla
tion cannot be drafted until a more thorough 
study has been made and detailed plans have 
been prepared. It is contemplated that the 
study and detailed plans can be completed in 
calendar year 1949, with a view to the trans
mittal of draft legislation to the Congress 
early in calendar 1950." He also indicated 
that the Department will avail itself of the 
services of an advisory board of outstanding 
Americans experienced in foreign affairs in 
this undertaking, as recommended by the 
Commission. 

As a result of the recommendations of two 
departmental task forces (a) on the organ
ization of the offices presently administered 
by the Assistant Secretary for administra
tion, and (b) the integration of economic, 
political, public affairs, and intelligence work 
into four regional area bureaus, the adminis
trative activities .located in Washington have 
been grouped with the offices of the Foreign 
Service, and working groups are now pre
paring to implement the recommendations 
which relate to redistribution of responsi
bilities in line with the H.tiover Commission's 
recommendations, subject to "some modifi
cations as necessitated by analysis of the 
reorganization problem." 

A third departmental task force, estab
lished to deal with the organization and 
functions of the top structure of the Depart
ment and its relationships with other depart
ments and with the process of policy making, 
has not yet completed its report, but "has 
made available its recommendations for use 
in related aspects of reorganization instal
lation." 

Mr. Peurifoy also informed the committee 
that Hoover Recommendation No. 9, provid
ing additional staff facilities, had been effec- -
tuated under provisions of Public °j.Jaw 73, 
and that the Operations Committee as rec
ommended (No. 19) has already been estab
lished by administrative action and is func
tioning in the manner proposed by the 
Commission. 

In commenting on the across-the-board 
recommendations of the Hoover Commission, 
the Under Secretary states that "generally, 
the Department will strive to effectuate those 
proposals which do not require authorization 
from the Congress or the President" and 
"shall endeavor to improve its organization 
and operations along lines basically consist
ent with the Commission's recommendations 
contained in its report on General Manage
ment in the Executive Branch." 

In a separate letter from Mr. W. Park Arm
strong, Jr., Special Assistant for Research 
and Intelligence, the Department reports 
that "along with the rest of the Department 
of State, the Research and Intelligence or
ganization is in the process of making use of 
and following th.e recommendations of the 
Hoover Commission." Some of the changes 
indicated as now. being made \nclude: (1) 
Creation of an over-all board as a means of 
periodic review by all interested areas of the 
Department in the allocations and priorities 
for the intelligence product, to assure that 
the Department's guidance to the Central In
telligence Agency will properly reflect the 
Department's needs; (2) strengthening of 
internal organizational mechanism for the 
determination of priorities on the kinds of 
intelligence to be produced and the con-

sumers for whom it will be prepared; (3) 
establishment of an Estimates Group to 
maintain continuous scrutiny of foreign po
litical, economic, and sociological problems 
on a world-wide basis and to prepare in
telligence estimates, prognoses, and forecasts 
upon request; (4) assignment of intelligence 
advisers to the rer,ional action bureaus and 
to the functional staff offices in order that 
close relationships may be maintained be
tween the geographic and other units of the 
Department and the research divisions; (5) 
grouping in one staff unit, reporting directly 
to the Special Assistant for Research and 
Intelligence, the officers performing high 
level liaison with the CIA and other intel
ligence agencies; and (6) providing a special 
officer to work with the Secretary's plannil'lg 
adviser, and exranging that this officer will 
sit and work with the policy planning staff. 

The letters from the Department of State 
follow: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, July 12, 1949. 

The Honorable JoHN L. McCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Expendi

tures in the Executive Departments, 
• United States Senate. 

MY DEAR SENATOR McCLELLAN: Reference 
is made to your letter dated May 4, 1949, to 
the Secretary of State requesting advice rel
ative to any further legislative action re
quired to effectuate fully the reorganization 
suggested by the Hoover Commission. 

Public Law 73, enacted by this Congress, 
is the only legislative action that will be re- _ 
quired at this time to provide the legal au
thorization -for carrying out the organiza- · 
tional recommendations of the Commission 
or Organization of the Executive Branch of 
the Government. 

It is not proposed to .seek the legislation 
from this session of the Congress that will be 
necesary to carry out recommendation No. 20 
of the Commission pertaining to the amalga
mation of the permanent State Department 
established in Washington and the personnel 
of the Foreign Service. After thorough con
sideration · of this recommendation it has 
been concluded that the authorizing legis
lation cannot be drafted until a more 
thorough study has been made and detailed 
plans have been prepared. It is contem
plated that the study and detailed plans can 
be completed in calendar 1949 with a view 
to the transmittal of draft legislation to the 
Congress early in calendar 1950. It is 
further contemplated that in making the 
study the Department of State will avail 
itself of the services of an advisory board 
of outstanding Americans who among them 
will possess the experience and grasp of 
foreign affairs necessary· to the success- of. 
this undertaking. The use of such a board 
has -been urged by the Hoover Commission 
and is strongly endorsed by the Department 
of State. 

It should be noted that the 'Department 
has devoted its efforts for the past 4% months 
to the effectuation of the Hoover Commis
sion's recommendations. Upon receipt of 
the Foreign Affairs Report of the Commis- · 
sion on Organization of the Executive 
Branch of the Government the Under Sec
retary of State, with the approval of the 
Secretary of State, authorized the Assistant 
Secretary for administration to proceed im
mediately to review the recommendations of 
the Commission and to recommend specific 
steps to be taken to reorganize the Depart
ment in line generally with the principl~ 
and objectives stated in the Commission's 
report. 

Three task forces were designated, each 
responsible for a major subdivision of the 
study. These task forces are composed of 
senior officers of the Department. They have 
been assisted by outstanding consultants 
drawn from both within and outside the 
Government, including the Bureau of the 

Budget, the Civil Service Commission, the 
Department of Justice, and large American -
co:i:porations with extensive overseas opera
tions. The first was designated to study the 
organization of the offices presently super
vised by the Assistant Secretary for adminis
tration, and further, to concern itself gen
erally with the administrative operations of 
the Department. The second task force was 
established to deal with the integration of 
economic, political, public affairs, and in
telligence work into four regional area 
bureaus, and, also, to recommend on the 
organization and functions of certain staff 
offices which would have global responsi
bilities for certain major functions, such as 
economic and social policy, intelligence, etc. 
The third task force was established to deal 
with the organization and functions of the 
top structure of the Department, the De
partment's relationships with other depart- · 
ments, and with the process of policy mak
ing, involving the dissemination of decisions 
and information throughout the Department. -

Task Force No. 1 has completed its assign
ment and its recommendations have been 
implemented. The administrative activities -
located in Washington have heretofore 11een 
separately grouped according to whether 
they service the Department or the Foreign 
Service. As a result of reorganization there 
is no longer any separate Office of the For
eign Service: Its individual functions have 
been. merged with corresponding functions 
of other departmental offices. Task Force 
No. 2 has completed its report and recom
mendations. Working groups are now pre
paring to implement its recommendations 
which relate to redistribution of responsibili
ties in accordance with the Hoover Commis
sion recommendati9ns, with some modifica
tions as necessitated by analysis of the 
reorganization problem. Task Force No. 3 
has not yet completed its report. It will -
be completed before the end of July. In 
the meantime it has made available its rec
ommendations for use in related aspects of 
reorganization installations. 

In line with Recommendation No. 9, the 
Department has moved to provide the Secre
tary with additional staff facilities to relieve 
him and' the Under Secretary of the heavy 
burdens which fall upon. them and upon ' 
other high ·officers. Immediately upon ap
proval by the President of Public Law 73, two 
Assistant Secretaries were designated as 
Deputy Under. Secretaries. The President 
has sent five nominations of Assistant Secre
taries to the Senate, covering the four re
gional areas and the international organiza
tions area. Four of these have already been 
confirmed by the Senate. An appointment 
to the post of Assistant Secretary for Con
gressional Relations has already been given 
Senate confirmation. The post of Counselor, 
which formerly had responsibility for con
gressional relations, will be used to head up 
the policy planning activities of the De
partment. This is in lieu of the creation of 
a new post of Planning Adviser as recom
mended by the Commission. In order to 
relieve the Secretary and other top depart
mental officers from the heavy burden in
volved in the representation of the United 
States at international organizations and 
conferences, Dr. Philip C. Jessup, with con
currence of the Senate, was appointed Am
bassador-at-large to represent the Secretary 
of State in international negotiations. Con
sideration is being given to the extent to 
which additional appointments of a similar 
character should be made. 

The Operations Committee recommended 
in Recommendation No. 19 has already been 
established by administrative action and ls 
functioning in the manner proposed by the 
Commission. 

With respect to the application of the 
reorganization proposals relating to general 
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management, budget and accounting, gen
eral services, and other across-the-board rec
ommendations of the Hoover Commission to 
the Department of State, it should be· noted 
that these proposals have been taken into 
consideration by the task forces referred to 
previously. Generally, the Department will 
strive to effectuate those p1·oposals which do 
not require authorization ~rom the Congress 
or thf' President before they can be put into 
effect by_ a single Department in the exocu
tive branch. The Department shall endeavor 
to improve its organization and operations 
along lines basically consistent with the 
Commission's recommendations contained 
in its report on "General Management of the 
Executive Branch." Public Law 73 vested in 
the Secretary of State certain powers assigned 
by statute to subordinate otncials. This is 
in line with the Commiscion's recommenda
tion for the establishment o! full responsi
bility in the head of the Department and 
the provision of appropriate top staff assist
ants to the Secretary. Thi? Department is 
also conscious of the need for strengthening 
the administrative side of its operations and 
relating administration work more closely to 
program development. These objectives are 
being sought through the plans and studies 
ths.t have already been effectuated and those 
that are now under way. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN E. PEURIFOY, 

Deputy Under Secretary. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 

Washington, April 26, 1949. 
The Honorable JoHN L. McCLELLAN, 

United States Senate. 
MY DEAR SENATOR Mct.,1LELLAN: Thank you 

for presenting us wit h copies o! the Hoover 
Commission Task Force Report on Foreign 
Affairs and the Hoover Commission Report 
on Foreign Atfairs, and for calling our at
tention to certain portions the.reof. We, o! 
cou.rse, are very much interested in the find
ings and recommendations of the Commis
sion, and we appreciate having this indica
tion from you of the portions of the reports 
to which you feel we should give particular 
notice. 

Along with the rest of the Depa:i-tment of 
State, the research. and intelligence organ
ization is in the process of making use of 
and following the rocommendat ions of the 
Hoover Commission, both through the proc
ess of reorganization and through a change 
of emphasis on various methods and types 
of operations. Some of the changes being 
made by .the research and intelligence or
ganization in line with the Hoover Commis
sion recommendations are: 

1. We have provided an over-all board as 
a means for periodic review by all interested 
areas of the Department, which will permit 
their participation in the over-all allocations 
and priorities for the intelligence product. 
I+. will fu.rthermore assu.re that the Depart
ment's guidance to CIA will properly reflect 
the Department's needs. 

2. We are strengthening our internal 
organizational mechanism for the determi
nation of priorities on the kinds of intelli
gence to be produced and the consumers 
for whom it will be prepared. By this 
means we intend to produce a more current 
type o! product and to assure that the prod
uct meets the needs of the requester. 

3. We are establishing an estimates group 
to maintain continuous scrutiny of foreign 
political, economic, and sociological prob
lems on a world-wide basis and to prepare 
intelligence estimates, prognoses, or fore
casts upon request. By this means we will 
meet the needs of the Department and other 
intelligence agencies for. current estimates 
and evaluations. 

4. We are assigning intelligence advisers 
to the regional action bureaus and to the 
functional sta:ff o1fices 1n order that close 

relations;hips may be maintained between 
the geographic arid other units of the De
partment and the research divisions.. 

5. We have grouped in one staff unit, re
porting directly to the Special Assistant for 
Research and Intelligence, officers perform
ing high-level liaison with the Central In
telligence Agency and other Intelligence 
agencies, in order to assure the best possible 
relationships between the intelligence unit. 
of the State Department and the other Fed
eral inte'iligence units. 

6. We are providing a special officer to 
work with the Secretary's planning adviser, 
and it has been arranged that this officer 
will sit and work with the policy planning 
ataff. · 

I have enumerated the above steps which 
are being taken in order to let you know 
the seriousness with which we have taken 
the recommendations of the Commission on 
Organization of the Executive Branch of the 
Government. I will be happy to advise you 
further concerning the Research and Intel
ligence program of the Department at any 
time. 

Sincerely y:ours, 
. W. PARK ARMSTRONG, Jr.,. 

SpeciaL Assistant for Research and 
Intelligence. 

COMMENTS ON HOOVER COMMISSION 
REPORTS BY HOUSING AND HOME 
FINANCE AGENCY 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
have received from t:tie Housing and 
Home Finance Agency Administrator 
comments on the Hoover Commission 
reports as they a1f ect that Agency. I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
.in the RECORD at this point as a part of 
my remarks a statement which I have 
prepared, together with the comments 
of that Agency. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and statements were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OJ' SENATOR JOHN L. M'CLELLAN, 

CHAIRMAN, SENATE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDI
. TURES IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 

Senator JOHN L. MCCLELLAN released to
day a letter from Raymond M. Foley, Admin
istrator of the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency, setting forth his views in detail 
relative to recommendations made in vari
ous Hoo;ver Commission reports which af
fect that agency. 

The letter is based largely on recommen
dations contained in the report on Federal 
business enterprises which have a direct 
bearing on the operations of the Housing 

· and Home Finance Agency. In regard to 
the report as a whole, the Administrator 
states that "In my opinion, the report suf
fers materially in perspective and, hence, 
in usefulness, because it approaches the 
problems in an artificial context of Federal 
business enterprises and lending agencies, 
and thus fails to give adequate attention to 
the many extremely important substantive 
governmental functions with which these 
organizations deal. On this fundamental 
point, I find myself in general agreement 
with many of the criticisms expressed by 
Vice· Chairman Acheson and Commission
ers Pollock, R.owe, Forrestal, and Aiken." 

Specific comments were made with refer
ence to the various recommendations in the 
Hoover Commission's report on Federal bus
iness enterprises, as follows: 

Recommendation No .. 1 (relative to the 
correction of defects in corporation char
ters): "Although we agree with the desira
bility of uniformity as a. general objective, it 
should be recognized, as a practical batter. 
that the basic ,purposes and types Of organi
zations of Government corporations are so 
different that caution -.nd restraint should 

be exercised to prevent distortion of opera
tions merely for the sake of uniformity." 

With subsection ( c) of this recommenda
tion, relating to disposition ot surplus earn
ings by partly owned Government corpora
tions,. the Administrator agrees in general 
but states, "It would seem most unwise to 
declare any of the earnings of these funds to 
be 'surplus' until adequate provision has been 
made to take care of possible future losses 
anj contingent liabilities. · • • • Both the 
Federal Housing Administration and the Fed
eral Savings and Loan Insu.rance CorporatiQin 
presently have surpluses in the sense that 
they have accumulated funds in excess of 
cu.rrent requirements. However, the capital 
and reserves of both agencies are held against 
substantial current outstanding insured lia
bilities. • • •" 

As regards subsection (d) of the same rec
ommendation, that major expenditures for 
capital additions be made only with prior 
congressional approval and appropriation, 
the Administrator observed that if the Co~
mission had in mind "a specific 'appropria
tion' covering each expenditure, I should 
consider such a recommendation as . unduly 
reo:trictive and burdensome both upon th.e 
Congress. and the various agencies." 

The Administrator also states that subsec
tion (g), that the heads of departments and 
agencies serve as ex omcio ell.airman of ad
visory board, "seems to me to have serious 
draw-backs. • • • I should think that if 
the head of an agency were to serve as chair
man of an advisory board to a corporation 
within his agencY', he would almost inevit
ably find himself embarrassed by recom
mendations of th~ advisory board with 
which be was in disagreement. It would 
seem much wiser, in my opinion, for the 
bead of any agency to be in a position 
where his independent judgment and ability 
to review recommended courses of action 
are clearly maintained." 

Recommendation No. 2: The Administrator 
agrees that Government agencies should ·not 
invest capital funds provided by the Gov
ernment in interest-bearing Government se
curities, but points out some housing "trust 
acco•mts are not the property of the agency, 
and therefore could hardly be subject to the 
type of control recommended for investment 
of agency funds." 

Recommendation No. 3 (that straight line 
business· activities be incorporated): The 
Administrator concurs, if .. accompanied by 
systems of procedure to allow this type of 
activity greater flexibility in management, 
accounting, and budget methods." He point.a 
out, however, th.at "more restrictions and re
qui.rements (have made) a heavier burden of 
administrative workload at present than they 
were before the Government Corporation 
Control Act was enacted," and suggests "that 
act should supersede, not merely add to, pre
vious requirements which were generally 
recognized as outmoded." 

Recommendations Nos. 4, 5, 6, and 7: The 
Administrator is in general accord, with some 
minor reservations, with these four recom
mendations relating to unincorporated busi
ness enterprises, administrative expense sub
sidies, reporting of hidden subsidies, and the 
diversion of Government revenues, respec
tively. 

Recommendation No. 8 (relative to general 
restrictions by Congress on direct loans) : 
"I cannot agree with this recommendation if, 
as seems apparent, it is intended to deny the 
piopriety of eertain public purpose activities 
which the Congress has determined can best 
be attained th.rough a lending program. 
• • • I can only conclude, on the basis of 
our own experlence, that the Commission's 
recommendation fails to recognize that lend
ing per se is merely a means of accomplish
ing certain public purposes, and that the 
questibn of whether to employ this or other 
means .must be decided by Congress in each 
case." 
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Recommendation No. 9 (consolidating all 

housing activit ies under a single head): 
"It ls my belief as Administrator that the 

present method of administration should 
have an additional period of trial and expe
rien ce before a final judgment is formed on 
the subject of additional elements of author
ity. This is not to say, in the ev0 nt of the 
general application throughout the Govern
ment of t he management principles recom
mended by t he Commission, we would oppose 
consideration of the application of those 
c'oncepts t o the Housing Agency. However, 
in view of the fact that we are on the thresh
o!d of new activi+ies in the housing field 
within t he framework of a statutory housing 
object ive and in anticipation of extended dis
cussion of the recommendations of the Com
mission affecting the Housing Agency, it 
seems to me that prudence would dictate the 
reexaminat ion at a later date of the powers 
and aut hority of the Administrator to see 1f 
they are , in their entirety, both adequate and 
appropriate." 

Recommendation No. 10 (establishing one 
corporation to absorb liquidating activities 
related t o the housing program): Mr. Foley 
contends that such a program "requires ex
tensive study and consideration, especially 
in the light of the public housing title of the 
long-range housing bill which has now been 
approved by both Houses." He concludes that 
"should t he recommendations of the Com
m ission pertaining to the consolidation of 
other housing functions be adopted, the con
cept ion of a liquidating corporation to serve 
even broader purposes would have more 
validity." 

With respect to the ·proposed transfer of 
the home loan guaranty program of the Vet
erans' Admin istration to the Housing Agency 
(recommendation 6, veterans' affairs), the 
Administrat or comments, as follows: 

"There can be no question that the exist
ence of t wo home-loan· insurance or guaran
ty operations in two separate agencies of the 
Federal Government results in duplication 
and overlapping of activities. I note that 
the st aff of your committee (on Expenditures 
in the Executive Departments) recommends 
that consideration of this proposal be re
ferred to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. Inasmuch as I would recommend 
such a t ransfer only in conjunction with cer
tain subst antive legislation, such reference 
would seem to me desirable. The difference 
in th~ stat utory objectives of the FHA and 
VA programs, and the terms under which the 
two programs must operate, make it impos
sible for this agency to accept, without quali
fication, the Commission's recommendation 
for transfer of the VA functions. At the 
same time, I do not feel that these statutory 
differences necessarily represent insur
mountable obstacles, and a procedure could 
be adopted for effecting the essential objec
tive of the Commission's proposal. • * • 

"Under· these circumstances it is our con
sidered opinion that a simple transfer of the 
loan-guaranty operations of the Veterans' 
Administration to the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency would in no way obviate the 
major problems which now exist." 

Recommendation No. 11 (to transfer the 
Federal National Mortgage Association to the 
Housing and Home Finance Agency): Mr. 
Foley points out that this recommendation 
would further implement the basic policy of 
the administration with respect to the organ
ization of the Government's housing func
tions, but argues that, "It is essential that 
the existing and proposed authority of FNMA 
be closely coordinated with related housing 
functions being carried out within the Hous
ing Agency. This objective is presently 
sought as part of the work of the National 
Housing Council, but without a direct au
thority to be exercised by the Housing and 
Home Finance Administrator." 

Recommendation No. 12 (to transfer the 
Office of Housing Expediter to the Housing 

and Home Finance Agency: The administra
tor is in disagreement, and sets forth his rea
sons therefor, as follows: 

"As explained in the report of the Commis
sion, the Housing Expediter enforces Federal 
rent control and veterans' preference require
ments in the sale and rent of new housing 
units, which has an effect upon the Nation's 
housing supply-the primary responsibility 
of the Housing Agency. Accordingly, if the 
Office of the Housing Expediter were a perma
nent agency, I would certainly agree 'that it 
should be transferred to the Housing Agency, 
assuming, of course, that legislative authority 
therefor is granted by the enactment of the 
pending reorganization bill or otherwise. 

· However, in view of the temporary nature of 
the Office of the Housing Expediter, I do not 
believe such transfer should-be made. Under 
existing legislation, that Office would termi
nate on or before June 30, 1950. In my opin
ion, any advantages which would accrue to 
the Government through the consolidation 
of functions of that Office with functions of 
the Housing Agency, for the short period of 
time prior to that date, would be more than 
offset by the disadvantages involved. 

"I believe our position in regard to this 
recommendation ls sound, notwithstanding 
the fact that the name 'Office of the Housing 
Expediter• and the title 'Housing Expediter' 
have become misnomers which confuse the 
public and result in unwarranted criticism of 
the Federal Government for having t\70 sepa
rate housing agencies. Our proposals for 
changing these names have been previously 
presented to the Bureau of the Budget and to 
the Congress." 

Recommendation No. 19 (to consider crea
tion of a system of national mortgage dis
count banks to provide real estate mortgage 
discount facilit ies for all private lending 
agencies): Mr. Foley has no objection to 
such a study by Congress, but believes there 
is "a confusion in the Commission's report 
between the type of financial activity in
volved and the public purpose which it is 
desired to accomplish," concluding that: 

"It is my considered opinion that the 
principles on which this question was re
jeded in the early 1930's are still sound and 
that there would be draw-backs to the adop
tion of a national fystem of discount banks, 
of the type apparently contemplated by the 
Commission, at the present time. At the 
same time there is no doub~ that a general 
review of the Federal Government's activi
ties in the broad field of fiscal management 
and supervision might be profitable in terms 
of recommendations for a better integra
tion of all current reserve faciilties. We 
would welcome a congressional study on such 
a comprehensive basis." 

Mr. Foley did not attempt to reply to the 
va:r:ious findings and recommendations con
tained in the task force report on "Activities 
and Organization of Lending Agencies of the 
Government" for the reason that, "for all 
practicable purposes," the task force report 
was "rejected and dismissed by the Com
mission," and contends that this report "con
tains so many errors of fact and, in our 
opinion, of conception and consequent judg
met, that to refute it would require a con
siderable effort and would produce a sub
stantial document. We do not think the 
report deserves that attention and recom
mend that it be set aside as of little value 
in connection with the recommendations dis
c·ussed herein." 
· The Housing and Home Finance Agency is 

in general accord with the basic thesis of the 
report on general management of the exec
utive bl:'anch, that the complex structure 
should be reorganized along broad functional 
lines. It "heartily endorses the Commis
sion's cent ral recommendation that person
nel management Clf the Federal Government 
be decentralized." The Admlnist!·ator sug
gests that "if the fundamental objective of 
promoting a Federal career service is to. be 

attained, it ls essential that its distinctive 
and Government-wide character be pre
served," and that in the past "efforts of this 
nature have often failed because of the 
inability of individual departments or agen
cies to work out comprehensive long-range 
plans within budgetary limit ations." 

Mr. Foley questions the creation of super
visor-employee councils of the type recom
mended by the Commission, and, in connec
tion with the Commission's recommendation 
that the process of dismissing incompetent 
employees be simplified, suggests that such 
authority should be vested in the head of the 
agency or department, "with the Civil Service · 
Commission hearing appeals only where it is 
alleged that public policy or law h ave been 
violated." 

In endorsing the recommendati~n of the 
Commission relative to the clarificat ion and 
simplification of the Federal budget along 
the lines of performance budgeting, Mr. 
Foley states that, "The present budgetary 
approach, based as it ls upon an elaborate 
structure of appropriations and an objective 
classification of expenditures, is highly un
satisfactory from the standpoint of the de
partments and agencies and, as the Com
mission's report indicates, equally so from 
the standpoint of the Chief Executive and 
the Congress." 

The Administrator states, however, that 
the so-called business-type budget under the 
Government Corporation Control Act has 
been disappointing, because it has added a 
considerable variety of new requirements to 
those which already existed, maintains that 
the result is an all but crushing burden of 
detail in connection with these functions, 
particularly in the latter months of the cal
endar year when the budget is in process of 

. formulation. 
As a possible solution to the problem he 

suggests: 
"It would probably be fair to say that the 

Congress cannot have both simplicity and 
the meticulous, detailed control which it has 
generally sought to exercise; especially over 
such matters as annual administrative ex
pense limitations, and even, within these, 
over such relatively minor phases of admin
istrative expense as personnel work and pub
licity. I believe your committee will find it 
necessary to make a deliberate choice be
tween such traditional methods as these, and 
an approach in terms of flexibility and sim
plicity which will, perforce, place greater re
liance on integrity and competence in ad
ministration." 

As to another recommendation in this 
report (No. 8) relative to the supervision of 
publications of the executive branch by the 
Office of the Budget, Mr. Foley also differs, 
contending that: 

"A detailed preclearance of all publications 
(unless that term be very narrowly defined) 
would be slow and expensive, would h am
per rather than facilitate good administ ra
tion. In this connection the figures cited 
in the report do not appear to support the 
idea that publications are a sufficiently sig
nificant fraction of ·the cost of Government 
to warrant the special cumbersome and 
costly treatment recommended by the Com
misison." 

In commenting on the recommendation for 
the establishment of a National Monetary 
and Credit Council of domestic financial 
agencies (Recommendation No. 9, Treas
ury Department) , Mr. Foley does not agree 
"that the establishment of a council of the 
type described by the Commission is the ap
propriate vehicle for attaining that objec
tive." . He sh1u·~~ the misgivings expressed 
by Commlseloner Rowe on the specific 
method stigg"'stod by the Commission. 

The Administrator also disagrees with the 
informal recommendation (No. 14, Depart
ment of the IntP.rk,r), that, if any agency 
should undertake extensive Federal housing 
construction, this construction should be 
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the responsibility of ' the Department of the 
Interior. He concludes that: 

"Experience with ·this latter program dem
onstrated rather clearly that the best results, 
under such circumstances, are obtained 
when responsibility is vested in a single 
agency responsib~e for the entire housing 
pr<;>gram. This recommendation of the Com
mission, in my opinion, would result in the 
same division of responsibility among several 
agencies which caused so much confusion 
during the early stages of the war, and which 
led to the issuance of Executive Order 9070 
establishing the National Housing Agency." 

The full text of the letter follows: 

HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY, 
Washington, D. C., July 15, 1949. 

Hon. JOHN L. McCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Expendi

tures in the Executive Departments; 
United States Senate, Washington, 
D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR McCLELLAN: I hope you will 
accept my apologies for our delay in respond
ing to your request of May 23, 1949, for a de
tailed report relative to the application of the 
various recommendations of the Commission 
on .Organization of the Executive Branch of 
the Government to the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency. We have given. consider
able study to the basic questions of adminis
tration and organization raised by the Com
mission, both these which relate specifically 
to this agency and those which, while Govern
ment-wide in scope, will have a direct bear
ing upon the administration of the Housing 
Agency and programs. In many instances, 
which I shall try to point out in the appro:. 
priate places, the administrative practices 
and organizational patterns of this agency 
are presently in accord with the objectives 
sought by the Commission. Ill others, you 
Will find that we are more than willing to 
change and improve our structure and pat
tern in conformity with the Commission's 
recommendations and the · objectives ex
pressed by the President-subject, of course, 
to adequate legislative or executive authori
zation. 

The first several reports have generally to 
do with the basic management framework of 
the executive branch and with the staff and 
administrative services of the President and 
the heads of the departments and agencies. · 
While these reports contain little of unique 
application to this agency, I am glad to have 
the opportunity to comment briefly on them 
in the hope that I may be of some assistance 
to your committee in evaluating these across
the-board proposals. 

REPORT NO. 1--GENERAL MANAGEMENT OF THE 
EXECUTIVE BRANCH 

In general, I should think there will be 
little dissent to the basic thesis of this report: 
That the excessively comple·: structure of the 
executive branch built up by evolution and 
almost, as it were, by accident, must be re
grouped into a more closel~· knit framework 
along broad functional lines, in such manner 
that the whole structure is more susceptible 
to control and management by the President 
and more readily responsive to the needs and 
views of the Congress. 

Similarly, there will be little disagreement 
in principle with the secondary theses set 
forth in the first report: That the staff serv
ices available to the President should be 
strengthened; that aggressive measures 
should be taken to raise the level of quality 
of Federal administrative personnel, and so 
on. But while these broad propositions 
themselves will be generally agreed to, past 
experience suggests that it will not be easy 
to find a basis for general agreement on de
tailed plans for carrying these principles into 
effect. The variety of interests and person
alities involved ·is so great that any con
ceivable specific step is certain to generate 
more or less resistance and controversy. 
Nevertheless, the report lays out funda-

mentally sound directions. It is to be hoped 
that the urgent public need-not only for 
greater economy in Government but for Gov
ernment more flexible, more adapted to the 
complex problems of modern life, and more 
responsive to the public wiil-may override 
the many lesser considerations which will 
arise as obstacles to fundamental reforms 
along these lines. 

REPORT NO. 2-PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT 

We strongly approve the comprehensive 
nature of the Commission's. personnel man
agement survey. Government officials have 
been burdened too long with the difficult 
task of attempting to adjust to the present 
demands of the public service within time
consuming and overly rigid procedures. 

I shall not attempt to comment separately 
u pon each of the Commission's 29 recom
mendations. However, viewing them as a 
whole, I believe they represent objectives 
which, if pursued with vigor and imagina
tion, will make it easier for the Federal Gov
ernment to attract and retain a high caliber 
of civil servant and, at the same time, will 
lead to more efficient operations. I have 
selected for special comment the recom
mendations of the Commission bearing upon 
those personnel problems which, i? my opin
ion, are the cause of greatest concern today 
to Federal administrators . 

We heartily endorse the Commission 's 
central recommendation that personnel 
management of the Federal Government be 
decentralized. However, if the fundamental 
objective of promoting a Federal career serv
ice is to be attained, it is essential that its 
distinctive and Government-wide character 
be pres~rved. This Will require a Civil Serv
ice Commission free to devote its entire 
energies to the · formulation and improve
ment of personnel policies and standards 
and endowed with sufficient authority to 
enforce compliance. This approach, I be
lieve, will be the best guaranty against the 
danger of individual departments and agen
cies ·pursuing autonomous and possible 
d1verse personnel programs-a tendency 
which if unchecli::ed, would lead inevitably 
to the breaking up of the career service into 
many independent and competing segments. 
For this reason I believe it would be unfor
tunate to divert the Civil Service Commis
sion from its central task by imposing upon 
it operating responsibilities. 

I would, therefore, seriously question the 
desirability of having the Civil Service Com
mission share actual recruitment responsi
bilities with the departments and agencies. 
Rather, each department and agency should 
be vested with e~clusive responsibility for 
recruiting its staff within the framework of -
approved programs. It would dilute · and 
confuse this responsibility to give depart
ments and agencies authority to recruit for 
only high level positions, or positions pe- · 
culiar to an agency, and ·1eave to the judg
ment of the Civil Service Commission the 
decision as to whether or not this author
ity should be extended to other classes of 
positions-although we recognize, of course, 
that there may be need for a central pro
curement agency to assist in the recruit
ment for positions in the lower grades. 

I tp.oroughly approve the recomme_nda
tion that the Federal Government pursue 
a vigorous program to recruit and train 
young men and women for junior profes-. 
sional, scientific, technical, and administra
tive pos!tions. Past efiorts of this nature 
have too often failed because of the ina
bility of individual departments or agen-. 
cies to work out comprehensive long-range 
plans within budgetary limitations. The 
success of any such program depends di
rectly upon its budgetary imp1ementation. 

The recommendation of the Commission 
concerning the revision of the Government's 
salary policy seems to be generally realistic, 
particularly the suggestion that congress es-

tablish a salary ceiling and floor within which 
the Executive Branch would have authority 
to work out a comprehensive salary and wage 
schedule. ·By this more flexible device the 
Federal pay scale would be more responsive 
to national economic trends and more 
adapted to real recruitment needs. In this 
connection it is well that the Commission 
has recognized that for this system to work 
effectively within the framework of decen
tralized operations, the departments and 
agencies must have complete authority to 
allocate jobs in accordance with established 
standards. 

I think it is regrettable that the Commis
sion did ·not discuss the proper role of em
ployee organizations in the Federal service. 
If the individual departments and agencies 
are to be given more latitude in the admin
istration of personnel programs, it will follow 
that employee organizations will seek to par
ticipate in the development of these pro
gram:-- . I am inclined to question that the 
supervisor-employee councils of the type rec
ommended · by ~he Commission will satisfy 
the desire of employees to participate more 
fully in the development. and administration 
of programs affecting their welfare. 

The reduction-in-force plan recommended 
by the Commission would, I believe, contrib
ute to the improvement of a career service 
through the retention of the best-qualified 
employees. While we endorse the principle 
of severance pay, we feel that it might be well 
to relate this compensation to length of serv
ice and possibly other controlling factors. It 
is obvious that the adoption of a severance
pay policy would require budgetary imple
mentation. 

We are in general accord with the Commis.: 
sion's recommendations that the process of 
dismissing incompetent employees should be 
greatly simplified. In line with this recoM
menc~ation I ·suggest that the head of an 
agency or department have final authority in 
dismissal cases, with the Civil Service Com
mission hearing appeals only where it is al
leged that public policy or law have been 
violated. 

The Commission's approach to the problem 
of working out a · system of performance eval
uation, and the emphasis it places upon del
egating to line supervisors more responsibil
ity for the administration of personnel pol
icies, seem to be steps in the right direction. 
We agree also that a program should be de
veloped to facilitate orderly interagency 
transfers in the technical, scientific, and ex
ecutive fields. 

REPORT NO. 3-0FFICE OF GENERAL SERVICES 
(SUPPLY ACTIVITIES) 

With the enactment and approval by the 
President of the Federal Property and Ad
ministrative Services Act of 1949, much of 
what the Commission recommended in this 
report has already been made effective. 
While time has not perm~tted me to make a 
close analysis of the new legislation, it is my 
general understanding that it conforms to 
the purposes the Commission had in mind. 
I will therefore limit my comments in this 
connection to the observation that, in addi
tion to the facilities and services offered by 
the new General Services Agency, attention 
should be given to the importance of the 
service functions within the various operat
ing agencies. 

Concrete expression should be given this 
concept through adequate classification and 
compensation standards for positions and 
the provision of sufficient funds and posi
tions to meet staffing · requirements, for it 
is particularly in this field that difficulties 
are often experienced attracting and re- : 
taining qualified individuals. 

REPORT .NO. 7-BUDGETI.NG AND ACCOUNTING 

Coming first to the budgetary recom
mendations of this report, we strongly en
dorse the central id,ea that the Federal budg
et should be clarified and -simplified along 
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the lines of performance budgeting. The is that it provides a more suitable method 
present budgetary approach, based as it ls for reflecting the results of the wh9le process 
upon an elaborate structure of appropria- in budgetary terms. 
tions and as objective classifications of ex- I hope I shall not be misunderstood if I 
penditure, ls highly unsatisfacory froi:n the suggest to your committee that this problem 
standpoint of the departments and agen- lies not wholly on the doorstep of the Ex
cies and, as the Commission's report indi- ecutive, but also involves questions whose 
cates, equally so from the standpoint of the solution depends upon the Congress. Some 
Chief Executive and the Congress. of the excessive complexity in the present 

The Commission's recommendations along budget process no doubt arises from obsolete 
these lines, however, are quite general, and concepts or practices in the executive branch; 
in the absence of specifications as to methods some, however, stems from efforts to meet the 
and procedures, it seems to me desirable express desires and requirements of the 
to point out certain major dangers in such Congress and its appropriations committees. 
a process which must be borne in mind in It would probably be fair to say that the Con
developing the details of a new plan. These gress cannot have both simplicity and the 
are intended, not as reservations, but as meticulous, detailed control which it has 
identifying pitfalls to be avoided: generally sought to exercise, especially over 

1. Past experience shows that too fre- such matters as annual administrative ex-
quently improved procedures are added to, pense limitations and even, within these, over 
rather than substituted for, existing re- such relatively minor phases of administra
quirements. For example, the Commission's tive expense as personnel work and publicity. 
report cites the business-type budget under I believe your committee will find it neces-
the Government Corporation Control Act as sary to make a .deliberate choice between 
more nearly approximating performance such traditional methods as these·, and an 
budgeting than anything else in present approach in terms of flexibility and simplic
practice. Practically all the activities of tty which will, perforce, place greater re
the Housing and Home Finance Agency are liance on integrity and competence in ad
presented as business-type budgets under ministration. 
this act, and I must say in all candor that In the following paragraphs I will com
our experience in this connection has been • ment very briefly on some of the more spe
disappoin ting. For, while the Government cific recommendations. Some of the num
Corporation Control Act was intended to bered recommendations are omitted, either 
simplify budget and fiscal administration because we are in general agreement with 
for corporate-type programs and to _relate them as stated or because the subject in
them more realistically to their several acti- valved appears to require no comment on 
vities, the result, in actual practice, has been our part. 
to add a considerable variety of new require- Recommendation No. 2 calls for a com
ments to those which already existed. With plete survey of the appropriation structure. 
respect to these programs, we must main- This is an absolutely essential step. In this 
tain the records and do the work necessary connection again, however, it must be noted 
for the business-type budget, but in addition that the Congress itself is the key to any 
must also do everything previously required real progress toward greater simplicity. 
of us for a Government or appropriation- Recommendation No. 8 suggests that "the 
type budget. The result is an all but crush- President be given the means and authority 
inti burden of detail in connection with these to supervise all publications of the executive 
functions, particularly in the latter months branch and that he delegate this authority 
of the calendar year when the budget is in to a responsible official in the Office of the 
process of formulation. Budget." We think it should be recognized 

In our opinion, therefore, it should be a that the issuance of publications-so long 
major purpose in this connection to develop as they are consistent with the functions 
an improved and simplified process to be sub- and responsibilities of the respective agen
stituted for, and not added to, present re- cles under law-are a proper and essential 
quirements. There is some implication in part of the operation of many programs. 
the Commission's report, for example, that While there may be some abuse in this con
the present detail by objective classes of ex- nection, we believe it can be adequately con
pense might be retained as supporting ma- trolled by a system of post review, which 
terial to the performance budget. If this di- might properly be lodged in the Bureau of 
rection is taken, there is very real danger the Budget. We believe, however, that a 
that the whole process might be a net step detailed preclearance of all publications (un
backward rather than forward. less that term be very narrowly defined) 

2. The success of the whole undertaking would be slow and expensive, and would 
will depend directly upon the common sense hamper rather than facilitate good adminis
and p!'actical judgment applied to the prob- tration. In this connection the figures cited 
lem of defining what constitutes a function, in the report do not appear to support the 
activity, or performance unit for purposes of idea that publications are a sufficiently sig
the budget. If the objectives of clarity, nificant fraction of the cost of Government 
reasonableness, and simplicity, are kept firm- to warrant the special cumbersome and costly 
ly in mind, such a redefinition can contribute treatment recommended by the Commission. 
greatly to improvement of the general form The commission's analysis of the Govern
of the budget. On the other hand, if the ob- ment's statistical system seems to us to be 
jective of simplicity is subordinated to that of -generally valid, although we regret the brief 
attempting to reflect all direct and indirect treatment of this important subject. We 
costs which might be attributable to a given also regret the omission of any real discus
program or function, the results might well sion of the problem of so-called adminis
be as complex, confusing, and unwieldly as trative statistics-a function of great sig
the present budget document. nificance to many agencies. It ls not entirely 

Before commenting briefly on some of the clear to us what type of central direction of 
more specific recommendations, it might be statistical activities the Commission favors. 
well to note that the concept of the per- To the extent that it r2commends an exten-
formance budget should not be considered as i d t 
an isolated matter. It is rather the budgetary son an s rengthening of the coordinating 
aspect of the basic recommendations of the activity of the Bureau of the Budget, we are 
Commission concerning the whole process of in agreement with its recommendations. 
regrouping, simplification, and rationaliza- However, if the Commission has endorsed 
tion. In the measure that the Commission's central management control of the type ap
work brings about regrouping of activities parently advocated in Appendix D by the 
in the executive branch along simpler and Special Task Fol'ce, we would wish an oppor
more functional lines these improvements tunity to reexamine the proposals and pre
should find expression in the budget. The sent our views in greater detail. 
significance of the performance budget to the Regarding the recommendations of the 
reorganization process as a whole, therefore~- __ ~o~~s~-~~ ~n accoullting problems, 1t 

should be noted (as pointed out above) that 
most of the activities within this Agency 
are of the business:- or corporate-type, and 
maintain their accounts accordingly. On 
the basis of our general experience-and 
without going into the questions of jurisdic
tion raised in the Commission's report-we 
are fully in accord with the main features 
of substantive reform in accounting and 
auditing methods proposed by the Commis
sion, including the separation of auditing 
and accounting functions; the preparation 
of periodic summary reports of the financial 
activities of the Government as a whole; the 
elimination of detailed voucher audit in fa
vor of business-type periodic test-check au
dits at the locations where the Government's 
business is actually transacted; the main
tenance of accounts on an accrual basis; 
the adoption of a simplified and uniform 
nomenclature; the elimination of the war
rant system; and so on. 

REPORT NO. 9-VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

Recommendation No. 6 in the report on 
"Veterans' Affairs" suggests the transfer of 
the veterans' home loan guaranty progra,m 
to the Housing and Home Finance Agency. 
This recommendation is repeated in the re
port on "Federal Business Enterprises" and 
is discussed later under that heading. 

REPORT NO. 11-TREASURY DEPARTMENT 

Recommendation No. 8-The Office of 
Liquidation 

"We recommend that the Treasury De
partment examine and report to the Presi
dent and the Congress semi-annually upon 
all these agencies in liquidation. The Com
mission also recommends that the President 
be given the authority to delegate the work 
of liquidation to such agencies as he may 
determine." , · 

This recommendation appears to be limited._ 
to the establishment within the Treasury 
Department of an Office of Liquidation which· 
would concern itself with examination and 
stimulation of the liquidation of certain 
Government agencies. Insofar as examina
tion is concerned, I feel that the current an
nual audits conducted by the Corporations 
Audit Division of the General Accounting 
Office, taken together with regular annual . 
reports of agency operations submitted to 
the Congress, provide ' generally adequate. 
data concerning an individual liquidating, 
organization. In regard to the stimulation 
of liquidating activities, I can only say that 
the Home Owners' Loan Corporation which . 
is under the jurisdiction of this Agency is 
proceeding with its liquidation as expedi
tiously as possible under the circumstances. 
It is not clear just what benefits would accrue 
under the Commission's proposal to justify_ 
the added costs involved. However, I should 
not otherwise object to this proposal. 
Recommendation No. 9-Establishment of a 

National Monetary and Credit Council 

"We recommend that ·there be established 
a national monetary and credit council of 
domestic f.nancial agencies in connection 
with the Treasury to advise on policies and 
coordination of the operations of domestic 
lending and Government financial guar
anties." 

The Commission also recommends that the 
Housing and Hor.:..e Finance Agency be rep-· 
re.sented on such a council and indicated 
both in that report and in the report on 
Federal business enterprises that the coun
cil would consider the activities of all agen
cies in the credit field so as to secure "coor
dination of purpose and avoid overlapping 
activities and inconsistent credit policies." 

In commenti:.ig on this recommendation, I 
should like to emphasize my agreement with 
the objective of closer coordination of eco
nomic policy within the executive branch: 
I do not agree, however, that the establish
ment of a council of the type described by 
the Commission is the appropriate vehicle 
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for attaining that objective. It would seem 
more appropriate to recognize that this is a 
coordinating responsibil.lty which c'.ln best 
be discharged within the executive office of 
the President and the Bureau of the Budget 
where problems of program confiicts can 
best be resolved in the interests of funda
mental governmental policy. In short, I run 
inclined to share the misgivings expressed 
by Commissioner Rowe on the specific meth
od suggested by the Commission in this 
connection. 
REPORT NO. 14-DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

In this report, the following general state
ment is made: 

"However, if any of the housing agencies 
should undertake actual extensive construc
tion for the Federal Government, this con
struction should be the responsibility of the 
Department of Interior." 

I disagree with this informal recommen
dation. It seems clear that extensive con
struction for the Federal Government would 
be undertaken only under circumstances 
which would require the same kinds of plan
ning and decisions, and perhaps control, as 
were involved in the war-housing program. 
Experience with this latter program demon
strated rather clearly that the best results, 
under such circumstances, are. obtained 
when responsibility is vested in a single 
agency responsible for tne entire· housing 
program. This recommendation of the 
Commission, in my opinion, would result in 
the same division of responsibility among 
several agencies which caused so much con
fusion during the early stages of the war, 
and which led to the issuance of Executive 
Order 9070 establishing the National Hous
ing Agency. 
REPORT NO. 17-FEDERAL BUSINESS ENTERPRISES 

This report contains many specific recom
mendations for changes in the functions and 
organization of the Housing and Home Fi
nance Agency and also embodies other pro
posals of a more general nature that affect 
the Agency. 

However, before discussing the individual 
recommendations in this report, I think a 
general comment on the report as a whole ls 
In order. In my opinion, the report suffers 
materially in perspective, and, hence, in use
fulness, because it approaches the problems 
in an artificial context of Federal business 
enterprises and lending agencies, and thus 
fails to give adequate attention to the many 
extremely important substantive govern
mental functions with which these organiza
tions deal. On this fundamental point I 
find myself in general agreement with many 
of the criticisms expressed by Vlce Chairman 
Acheson and Commissioners Pollock, Rowe, 
Forrestal, and Aiken. I believe, among other 
things, that there has been a disproportion
ate emphasis on accounting matters as such. 
While this type of scrutiny ls probably appro
priate to an appraisal of Federal accounting 
practices, it seems but remotely related to the 
broad problem of organization and adminis
tration in the many fields covered by Gov
ernment business-type programs. 
Recommendation No. 1-Recommendations 

on corporation charters 
"To correct the defects in corporation 

charters, we recommend that the Congress 
should, by new enactment, or by amendment 
to the Government porporation Control Act 
of 1945, provide : 

"(a) That borrowing powers, Government 
11ab111ty for their obligations, and budgetary 
presentation be made uniform for like classes 
of loans and like securities." 

The vagueness of this recommendation 
may well obscure very worth-while objec
tives with which, I am sure, we would find 
ourselves in general agreement. Although 
we agree with the desirability of uniformity 
as a general objective, It should be recognized, 
as a practical matter, that the basic pur-

poses and types of organizations of Govern
ment corporations are so different that cau
tion and restraint should be exercised to 
prevent distortion of operations merely for 
the sake of uniformity. 

"(b) That the Government stock in these 
corporations be held by the President or by 
the head of such agency as he may dir~ct." 

Presumably this recommendation is in
tended to apply only to wholly owned Gov
ernment corporations. 

As stated, it does not seem to be of major 
importance. I should like to point out, how
ever, that if the Commission intended by this 
recommendation to vest in the Presid~nt or 
his designee certain of the powers which are 
commonly associated with stock ownership 
( e. g., the appointment of directors or re
sponsible executlve officials) I would endorse 
the recommendation. 

" ( c) That the Congress determine what 
disposition should be made of surpluses al
ready earned by partly owned Government 
corporations. Policies as to distribution of 
future surplus earnings of both partly owned 
and fully owned corporations, should also be 
determined." 

In general, this recommendation seems 
entirely appropriate. It is desirable from 
the standpoint of the Congress and proper 
administration that a clear prescription as to ' 
the disposition of surplus earnings be writ
ten into the law. Within the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency there are a number of 
activities to which I should make specific 
reference in discussing this recommendation. 
In so doing I should like to indicate some 
of the considerations which must be taken 
into account in a definition of what consti
tutes surplus earnings. For example, the 
Federal Housing Administration receives in
come from premiums, fees, and earnings on 
investments. For the most part, the in
come of FHA is held in several insurance 
funds. It would seem most unwise to declare 
any of the earnings of these funds to be 
surplus until adequate provision has been 

. made to take care of possible future losses 
and contingent liabilities. It should. also be 
pointed out that private mortgagors have a 
direct interest, by provision of law, in the 
Mutual Mortgage Insurance Fund established 
under title II of the National Housing Act. 

In the case of the Federal Savings and 
Loan Insurance Corporation, legislative pro
posals are now pending which would satis
fa'!torily settle, we believe, the question of 
earnings. In brief, these proposals provide 
for the retirement of stock, and a clear reso
lution of the question of dividend payments 
to the Treasury. As in the case of the Fed
eral Housing Administration, it would seem 
most unwise to earmark earnings of the Cor
poration for disposition until adequate pro
vision has been made to take care of future 
losses. Title IV of the National Housing Act 
already recognizes this objective by setting 
up a go:i.l of corporation reserves in relation 
to insured liabilities. 

In short, both the Federal Housing Admin
istration and FSLIC presently have surpluses, 
in the sense "that they h~ve accumulated . 
funds in excess of current requirements. 
However, the capital and reserves of both 
agencies are held against substantial current 
Qutstanding insured liabilities. In the case 
o:r FSLIC, a statutory reserve ratio exists 
which has not yet been attained. In the case 
of FHA, under the mutual mortgage-insur
ance system, the individual mortgagors have 
a definite interest in th~e funds, and a right 
to dividends under certain prescribed cir
cumstances. Under these circumstances we 
do not feel that these funds should be re
garded as "surplus". for purposes of some 
specific legislative direction for their dispo
sition. 

On the other hand, there might be con
siderable merit to a general review of Fed
eral fiscal policy in this area, as distinguished 
fl'om specific actions a1fecting individual pro-

grams. In such a general study, some 
thought might be given to the advantages 
of establishing a form of noninterest bear
ing and nonfunded credit in the Treasury 
as a means of providing necessary financial 
backing for Government enterprises of this 
kind without further compounding the pub
lic debt. 

Since the recommendation of the Commis
sion is directed at both wholly and partly 
owned Government corporations, reference 
should be made to the Federal Home Loan 
Banks. The Federal Home Loan Bank Act 
provided for the establishment of those in
stitutions with capital subscriptions by both 
the Government and the member ini;titu
tions. The statute . ,>ecifically contemplated 
that Government capital would be temporary, 
and a retirement formula has always been 
in the statute. Prior to retirement, dividends 
are paid on all stock, both public and private, 
on an equal basis. Legislative proposals are 
now pending which would accelerate the re
tirement of the Government-owned stock. 

"(d) That major expenditures for capital 
additions be made only with prior congres
sional approval and appropriation." 

First of all, it is assumed that this recom
mendation is intended to refer to congres
sional authorization rather than appropria
tion. It this assumption is correct, it is my 
judgment that the recommendation is a 
proper one. In making this comment, I am 
further assuming that the Commission in
tendeQ. that Congress should consider and 
approve the program in question and that 
funds should be available only pursuant to 
law. On the other hand, if the Commission 
intended to mean that there must be a spe
cific appropriation covering each expendi
ture, I should consider such a recommenda
tion as unduly restrictive and burdensome 
both upon the Congress and the various 
agencies. 

" ( e) In order to establish a consistent 
practice among corporations, that all cor
porations, in determining the cost of con
struction undertaken by them, include a 
charge for interest on capital expended dur
ing the period of construction." 

On its face, this recommendation would 
appear to say merely that the books of ac
count of Government business enterprises 
should properly and correctly reflect the cap
ital expenditures connected with their pro
grams. We would, of course, entirely agree 
with this proposition. It ls public knowl
edge, however, that the sharpest controversy 
has existed over the proper treatment of in
terest in connection with certain types of 
Government power operations; and since this 
is a public-policy question of considerable 
complexity and beyond our field of respon
sibility, we prefer not to express an opinion 
on it in these general comments. 

"(f) That where boards or part-time 
boards are established they be wholly ad
visory and be appointed by the President. 
Public-spirited citizens presently serve on 
such boards even though fees are paid only 
for attending meetings." 

In the Housing and Home Finance Agency, 
there ls only one Board, the Home Loan Bank 
Board, a full-time Board having regulatory 
powers vested in it by law. This Board 
works well in practice, and the arrangement 
is considered more satisfactory than the sin
gle executive with an advisory board, which 
appears to be implied in the Commission's 
recommendation. The Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act also provides for a Federal Savings 
and Loan Advisory Council. The Council 
is composed of representatives selected . both 
by the industry and by the Home Loan Bank 
Board. As the Commission recommends, its 
functions are wholly advisory. While the 
arrangement of a. full-time responsible Board, 
assisted by an advisory group, is at variance 
with the Commission's recommendatiun, I 
am convinced that the present arrangement 
should not be disturbed. 
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"(g) That where. these corporations ate 

locat.ed in the de)>-arµrients or major Gov
ernment agencte8, the heads of such agen
cies, or representatives designated by them, 
aerve as ex oftlcio chairmen of their advisory 
boards." 

This recommendation, 1f I interpret it 
con:ectly, seems to me. to have serious draw
backs; For example, I shoUld think that 1! 
the head of an agency were to serve as chair
man of an advispry board to a cotj>oration 
within his agency, he would . almost. in
evitably find himself embarrassed. by recom
mendations of the advisory board with ~hich 
he was in disagreement. It would seem 
much wiser, in my opinion, for the heaci of 
any agency to be in a position where his in
dependent judgment and ability to review 
recommended courses of action are clearly 
maintained. 

Recommendation No. 2-Deposit of United 
States securities in the Treasury 

"We recommend that. all Government 
business enterprises be required to surrender 
to the Treasury all United States securities 
held, up to the amount of the capital 
furnished them by the Government, and 
that they receive in return non-interest
bearing credit in the Treasury. They should 
not be allowed to invest their idle funds in 
any other securities except as authorized by 
the Congress. This recommendation does 
not include trust accounts." 

I agree with the first part of this recom
mendation which states, in effect, that Gov
ernment agencies should not invest capital 
funds provided by the Government in in
terest-bearing Government securities. It is 
sound in principle that this money should 
be exchanged for non-interest-bearing credits 
in the Treasury. Further, organic legisla
tion should establish the method of han
dling idle funds, and no agency of the Gov
ernme~t should be permitted to invest funds 
in any form of securities other than Govern
ment bonds, unless such investments are 
specifically outlined in legislation. 

The recommendation specifically exdudes 
trust accounts. We assume that the exclu
sion also relates to the second sentence of the 
Commission's statement: "They should not 
be allowed to invest their idle funds in any 
other securities except as authorized J:>y · the 
Congress." Some of the trust accounts held 
within the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency are not the property of the agency, 
and therefore, could hardly be subject to the 
type of control recommendep. for investment 
of agency funds. The HOLC, for example, 
has for many years been collecting funds 
each month from borrowers, accumulating 
those funds, and using them to pay tax and 
insurance charges as they fall due. Such 
moneys are at all times the property of the 
borrowers, and HOLC holds them · purely as 
trustee. Similarly, the funds held by FHA 
and FSLIC which represent reserves for in
surance losses are certainly not idle funds 
and we assume that they would also be ex
cluded from the recommendation. 

Recommendation No. 3-Jncorporation of 
business enterprises 

"We recommend that straight-line busi
ness activities be incorporated so as to secure 
greater fiexibility in management and simpler 
accounting, budgeting, and auditing meth
ods." 

We believe this to be a good ·recommenda
tion, provided that incorporation is accom
panied by systems of procedure to allow this 
type of activity greater fiexibility in manage
ment, accounting, and budget methods. In 
general, corporate or business-type organiza
tions enjoy greater flexibility only to the 
extent that these are- provided in their re
spective basic statutes. In fact, speaking 
from our own experience, many corporate 
activities are subject to more restrictions an<J 
requirements and a _ heavier burden o:f ad':' 
ministrative work load at present than they 
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were before the Government Corporation 
Oontrol Act was enacted. New requirements 
have been proposed, and little or· nothing has 
been elim.inated from- what was prevlous~y 
required. The Government CorPQration Con
trol Act has brought about material im
provement in the presentation of financial 
data about these programs, but ·to date its 
stated objectives in terms of ftextbtlity, sim
plicity, and economy in operations have not 
been achieved. This comment ts not made 
in criticism of the objectives of the Govern
ment Corporation Control Act, with which, 
in fact, we are in full accord. It is intended 
to emphasize that the requirements ot that 
act should supersede, not merely add to, 
previous requirements which were generally 
recognized a8 outmoded in the adoption of 
the Government ' Corporation Control Act, 
and that the spirit and intent of the act 
should be more fully carried out in practice. 

Recommendation No. 4-Unincor porated 
business enterprises 

"We recommend to the Congress that such 
agencies be given the same fiexibility of busi
ness practice. a business form of budget, ac
counting, and audit systems, which are now 
us1:1ally reserved for Government corpora
tions; and that such, agencies be required 
to set up their accounts so as to distinguish 
between capital expenditures and those to 
be charged to operatfons." 

Subject to the comments and reservations 
given in recommendation No. 3 above, we 
are in favor of this recommendation. In 
fact, the Federal Housing Administration, 
although not a corporation, has been placed 
under the Government Corporation Control 
Act on our recommendation. Even before 
this was done, we had administratively 
adopted the business-type accounting system 
"and presented business-type budgets to Con
gre,ss. A similar recommendation is pending 
with respect to the Home Loan Bank Board. 

RecommendatiOn No. 5-Administrative · 
expense subsidies 

"We recommend that Congress require 
these agencies either to conduct their busi
nesses so as to recover their administrative 
e~penses, or, alternately, to set out such sub
sidies as a part of tpeir annual request to the 
Congress for appropriations." 

We agree with the prin.ciple set out in this 
recommendation. There are, of course, loss 
programs which have operated or will oper
ate as corporations which should either have 
their administrative expenses provided for 
separately by the Congress, or be allowed to 
impair capital for the purposes of paying 
administrative expenses. However, any im
pairment of capital should be restored peri
odically through the appropriation process. 

In the discussion of this recommendation, 
the Federal Housing Administration is er
roneously listed as an example of a business 
enterprise which has its administrative ex
penses appropriated by the Congress. While 
a. relatively small amount of the initial ad
ministrative expenses of the FHA were paid 
from appropriated funds before the premium 
income reached a suftlcient volume to carry 
the operating expense, administrative ex
penses are now and for many years have 
been paid from the premium, fees, and other 
income in connection with the several insur
ance programs, subject to congres~ional au
thorization. 

Much the same observation applies to the 
Public Housing Administration, whose ad
ministrative expenses are paid from the pro
ceeds of management and disposition under 
its several programs, and from interest in
come under the United States Housing Act 
program. 

Recommendation No. 6-Reporting of hidden 
· subsidies 

"We recommend that both incorporated 
and unincorporated business enterprises re
port spec1flcally to Congress each year the 

extent to which earned Income fails to cover: 
- (a) Interest on capital rurntshed by the 

Government, (b) losses on Joans or invest
ments, and (c) operating expenses. Other
wise, through the exhaustion of capital, 
there is a _hidden subsidy, and the real fi-

• nimcial results of governmental operations 
are _obscured. These subsidies may not be 
disclosed until liquidation. Losses and 
subsidies should be made clear each fiscal 
year and passed upon by the Congress." . 

We support this recommendation. Govern
ment finances should be handled so that the 
true condition, whether gain or loss, is clearly 
presented in financial statements and re
ports. This amounts to little more than 
saying that the financial statements should 
accurately refiect the relationship between 
earnings and the proper expenses of an enter
prise. 

Recommendation No. 7-Diversion . of 
Government revenues 

"We recommend that, as a general prin
ciple, receipts arising outside of normal ac-
tivities be paid into the Treasury., and that 
the sums necessary for the conduct of these 
agencies be appropriated by the Congress. 
This may require provision for some revolv
ing funds." 

We agree with this recommendation. 
Recommendation No. 8-Direct lending to 

private persons 
"We recommend (a) that the Congress re

view the power to make direct loans (exclud
ing the two minor activities mentioned 
above), taking into account the problems 
of economy, efficiency, and integrity; (b) 
that in nonemergency periods, the Congress 
place restrictions on direct loans in order 
to insure that the normal channels of credit 
are utilized to the maximum extent r.ossible 
or, alternatively, provide for. the guarantee 
of loans made by private or other established 
agencies." 

I cannot agree with this recommendation 
if, as seems apparent, it is intended to deny 
the propriety of certain public purpose ac
tivities which the Congress has determined 
can best be attained through a lending pro
gram. The position of this Agency, as a 
matter of fact, more closely coincides with 
the following statement in the minority re.
port of Vice Chairman Acheson and Commis
sioners Pollock and Rowe in their discussion 
of this subject: 

"The question whether the Government 
should engage in direct lending is a policy 
matter which properly is decided case by case 
in the basic statutes authorizing such activi
ties. The Government does not and should 
not engage in lending as a straight 'business 
transaction.' It, should lend money only to 
further the accomplishment of a public pur
pose--social or economic." 

The actual experience o:f the Housing 
Agency since 1932 itself offers an excellent 
background for a discussion of this subject. 
When the Federal Home Loan Bank System 
was established in 1932 Congress intended 
it to correct certain basic faults in the 
country's home-financing structure. In that 
case a reserve-credit system was established 
which for almost 16 years has made loans 
to member home-financing institutions. ThE;: 
system has operated successfully, and is so 
cited by the Commission in other connec
tions. In this case direct lending, then, 
has been employed as the appropriate device 
for strengthening our private thrift and 
home-financing resources. 

Direct lending was also used when HOLC 
was established in 1933. That Agency was 
set up to accomplish an emergency-rescue 
operation, and direct loans to individual dis
tressed home owners represented tbe quick.:. 
est and most effective-perhaps the only-way 
of meeting the problem. This phase of the 
program was brought to an end in 1936. 

When FHA was created in 1934, that Agency 
was charged with still different -responsibil
ities, and insurance of loans made by private 
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lenders was provided as the device for carry
ing out those responsibilities. The effective
ness of this device is amply demonstrated by 
the operating record of FHA during the past 
15 years. 

The Federal Savings and Loan Insurance 
Corporation, also established in 1934, insures 
savings investments in savings and loan asso
ciations. Like the FDIC, it was authorized 
to make loans to insured institutions to pre
vent default. As a practical matter, this 
authority has never been exercised, but cases 
may well develop in which loans to private 
institutions may prove to be the most effi
cient method of avoiding insurance losses. 

The low-rent public housing program in
augurated· und11,r the United States Housing 
Act of 1937 provides for long-term, low
interest rate loans to finance locally owned 
and managed projects. In this case again, 
direct lending has been employed as the best 
financial device for accomplishing a con
gressionally approved desirable public pur
pose. 

Just recently the Alaska Housing Act (Pub
lic Law 52) was enacted by the Congress. 
This act authorizes the establishment of a 
$15,000,000 revolving fund which can be used 
for making direct loans to finance the con
struction of sorely needed housing in Alaska. 
This legislation clearly recognizes the lack of 
other resources in Alaska justifies a direct 
lending program. 

Two other pieces of current legislation 
dealing with direct lending in the housing 
field may be cited-one of which has just 
passed both Houses of Congress and one of 
which is still pending. The first is, of course, 
S. 1070, the Housing Act of 1949, which will 
have been signed by the President by the 
time this letter reaches your committee. 
The new act provides for loans to local hous
ing authorities under title III, and to au
thorized local redevelopment agencies under 
title I. The second (S. 712) would give the 
Federal National Mortgage Association au
thority (similar to the authority which it at 
one time had with respect to rental-housing 
projects) to originate direct-mortgage ·Joans 
on cooperative housing projects on terms 
comparable to those generally extended by 
private lenders. Thus, it is designed to make 
certain that, in the event credit is not avail
able from private sources to achieve the 
public purpose involved, Government-origi
nated loans on comparable terms will fill in 
the gap. In both of these areas the proposed 
legislation would authorize programs of di
rect lending in order to accomplish desirable 
public purposes-the provision of low-rent 
public housing and the stimulation of well
designed rental-housing accommodations, 
particularly for families of moderate in
come--and as purely business operations on 
the part of the Government. 

I can only conclude, on the basis of our 
own experience, that the Commission's rec
onmendation fails to recognize that lending 
per se is merely a means of accomplishing 
certain public purposes, and that the ques
tion of whether to employ this or other 
means must be decided by Congress in each 
case. 

Recommendation No. 9-0rganization of the 
Housing Agency 

"We do, however, recommend that all hous
in3 activities be placed in one agency under 
a single administrator who should be given 
the type of authority which we have recom
mended for the heads of all agencies." 

As we have indicated above in our com
ments on general management of the execu
tive branch, we agree that the Commission's 
recommendations regarding the general 
Qrganization of Executive Departments and 
Agencies are sound and consistent with 
accepted. standards of good administrative 
organization. As a general rule, we agree 
that the agencies within the executive 

branch should be grouped into departments 
as nearly as posi?ible by major purpose. 
When so grouped, the heads of these depart
ments should, unc;ler the direction of the 
President, h·ave full responsib11ity for the 
conduct of their departments. We also agree 
with the Commission that it is generally 
unwise for subordinate officials of the exec
utive branch to have authority independent 
from that of their superiors. 

The consolidation of Federal housing 
activities has been a gradual process and, 
as the Commission has pointed out in 
another context, the establishment of the 
Housing and Home Finance Agency under 
Reorganization Plan No. 3 of July 27, 1947, 
provided a significant step toward the goal 
of complete integration. A review of the 
record of performance of the Housing Agency 
uhder the general supervision and coordina
tion of the Administrator will show that 
the consolidation has brought a real meas
ure of integration to the housing programs 
and functions represented. 

It is my belief as Administrator that the 
present method of administration should 
have an additional period of trial and experi
ence before a final judgment is formed on 
the subject of additional elements of au
thority. This ls not to say, in the event of 
the general application throughout the Gov
ernment of the mar.agement principles 
recommended by the Commission, we would 
oppose consideration of the application of 
those concepts to the Housing Agency. 
However, in view of the fact that we are 
on the threshold of new activities in the 
housing field within the framework of a 
statutory housing objective and in antici
pation of extended discussion of the recom
mendations of the Commission affecting the 
Housing Agency, it seems to me that pru
dence would dictate the reexamination at a 
later date of the powers and authority of 
the Administrator to see if they are, in their 
entirety, both adequate and appropriate .. 

Recommendation No. 10-Liquidating cor-
poration for PHA activities 

"(b) Public war housing program. 
"(c) Homes conversion program. 
"(d) Veterans' re-use housing program. 
"(e) Subsistence homestead and Greenbelt 

towns program. 
"(f) Defense Homes Corporation." 
"We recommend that the Congress give 

consideration to establishing one corpora
tion under the Government Corporation Con
trol Act of 1945, as amended, to take over the 
activities b. through f. above so as to afford 
the flexibility of management, and the sim
plification of budgeting, accounting, and 
auditing authorized under that act, and thus 
to expedite liquidation." 

This recommendation touches on a very 
real problem which requires extensive study 
and consideration, especially in the light of 
the public housing title of the long-range 
housing bill which has now been approved 
by both Houses. As a i·esult of that legisla
tion, certain changes may be required in the 
organization of the Public Housing Adminis
tration which exercises the operating respon
sibility in each of the named liquidating pro
grams (except the Defense Homes Corpora
tion which has already been transferred to 
RFC). For example, it may be considered 
desirable ~o separate the liquidating activities 
from the permanent program responsibilities, 
but considerably more study is required 
before I should feel prepared to come to this 
conclusion definitely, and certainly before 
details of timing and method could be 
decided. 

The several activities mentioned above, ex
cept the Defense Homes Corporation, are now 
under the jurisdiction of this Agency and 
are in liquidation. Every effort is being made 
to expedite such liquidation. All of the ac
tivities of the PHA are already within the 
purview of the Government Corporation Con-

trol Act which ostensibly guarantees the 
characteristics of manageµient flexibility and 
administrative simplification which the Com
mission's recommendation seeks to obtain. 
For these reasons I do not believe that im
mediate action will accomplish the Commis
sion's objective. Should the recommenda
tions of the Commission pertaining to the 
consolidation of other housing functions be 
adopted, the conception of a liquidating cor
poration to serve even broader purposes would 
have more validity. 
Transfer of VA Home Loan Guaranty Program 

to Housing Agency 
"In our report on the. Veterans' Admin

.istration we have recommended that these 
activities be transferred from the Veterans' 
Administration to- the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency, which is engaged in almost 
exactly the same business. Great economies 
can be effected. A veteran will then be able 
to obtain one guaranty where now he fre
q\lently requires two. He will have to pay 
for only one appraisal. He will get his loan 
faster. 

"The Veterans' Administration should con
tinue to certify veterans eligible for loans 
under the law." · 

The recommendation referred to ts Rec
ommendation No. 6 in the Commission's re
port on veterans' affairs, which reads: 

"The Commission recommends that the 
veterans' housing loan guaranty program be 
transferred to the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency, except that the Veterans' Adminis
tration should continue to certify the eligi
bility of a veteran for these guaranties." 

There can be no question that the ex
istence of two home loan insurance or 
guaranty operations in two separate agen
cies of the Federal Government results in 
duplication and overlapping of activities. I 
note that the staff of your committee rec
ommends that consideration of this proposal 
be referred to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. Inasmuch as I would recommend 
such a transfer only in conjunction with 
certain substantive legislation, such refer
ence would seem to me desirable. 

The difference in. the statutory objectives 
of the FHA and VA programs, and the terms 
under which the two programs must operate, 
make it impossible for this Agency to accept, 
without qualification, the Commission's 
recommendation for transfer ·of the VA 
functions. At the same time, I do not feel 
that these statutory differences necessarily 
represent insurmountable obstacles, and a 
procedure could be adopted for effecting the 
essential objective of -~he Commission's pro
posal. 

At the present time, the National Housing 
Act contemplates that the FHA, in under
writing mortgage risks, will carry out that 
activity under specific mortgage financing 
terms. Thus, property financed with FHA
insured mortgages must meet specific con
struction and property standards, and in 
the case of new construction, dwellings are 
inspected regularly during the construction 
period. The credit standing of borrowers is 
also checked by the FHA, and insurable mort
gage amounts are determined on the basis of 
a careful governmentally operated appraisal 
process. 

In the case of the Servicemen's Readjust
ment Act, on the other hand, provision is 
made for what amounts to the automatic 
guaranty of home mortgages made by pri
vate lending institutions. The only basic 
requirement in the act is that the mortgage 
and price paid by the veteran borrower not 
exceed the Veterans' Administration apprais
al of reasonable value. It is true that the 
Veterans' Administration has adopted a sys
tem of property inspection, but there is no 
requirement that that system must be fol
lowed, and in many cases the loan guaranty 
activities, insofar as the Veterans' Adminis
tration is concerned, are virtually routine. 
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Under these circumstances it is our con

sidered opinion that a simple · transfer of 
the loan guaranty operations of the Veterans' 
Administration · to the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency would in no way obviate 
the major problems which now exist be
cause of the ·dift'ering terms under which the 
two programs were_ authori~d by Congress. 
In other words, it would still be necessary 
to apply an entirely different approach, with
in the Housing Agency, to insured or guar
anteed residential mortgage loans, depend
ing on the statute under which the insur
ance or guaranty was execuLed. 

A more satisfactory approach for all con
cerned could, in our opinion, be taken along 
the following lines: Amendments could be 
made to the National Housing Act to adapt 
insurance programs of the Federal Housing 
Administration to make insured loans avati;
able to veterans on terms comparable to 
those now authorized under the Servicemen's 
Readjustment Act (for example, up to 100 
percent of value, without the payment of 
an insurance premium, and with a gratuity 
of the first year's interest cost); In other 
respects, howev~r, such loaps wou~d be proc
essed through the regular underwriting sys
tem of the FHA, with inspections, require:.. 
m~nts for observance of minimum property 
standards, etc. In this way, an FHA-insured 
mortgage to a veteran borrower would _give 
him the same protection now enjoyed by all 
borrowers under the FHA system, but would, 
in· the pase of veteran borrowers, author!zc 
the more llberal loan terms which the Con
gress set forth when it adopted the Service~ 
men's Readjustment Act. · 

Recommendation No. 11-Transfer of FNMA 
·to Housing Agency ' • · 

"We recommend that the Federal National 
Mortgage Association · be placed under the 
Administrator .of the Housing and Home Fi-
nance Agency." · . 

. This recommendation would further im
plement the basic policy of the AdIJ?.inistra
tion with respect to the organi~a.tion of the 
Government's housing functions. As you 
know, Reorgaµization Plan No. 3 of 1947 con
solidated most of these functions into the 
Housing and Home Finance Agency as a per
manent organization to coordinate and super
vise the administration of the Government's 
housing program. The FNMA provides the 
Government's sec9ndary market for FHA-in
sured or VA-guaranteed residential mort.:
gage loans, which is an increasingly impor
tant factor in housing production. 

In this connection, my testimony of Feb
ruary 3, 1949, before the Holising Subcom
mittee of the Senate Committee on Bank
ing and Currency on S. 712 recommended 
certain changes in the basic legislative au- . 
thority of FNMA whicli, if enacted, will ha;ve 
a very important bearing on the volume of 
home construction and on the production of 
the types of housing most urgently needed. 
It is essential that the existing and proposed 
authority of FNMA be closely coordinated 
with related housing functions bei,ng carried 
out within the Housing Agency. This ob
jective is presently sought as part of the 
work of the National Housing Council, .but 
without a direct authority to be exercised 
by the Housing and Home Finance Admin
istrator. 
Recommendation No. 12-Transfer of OHE 

to Housing Agency 
"We recommend that the Office of the 

Housing Expediter be placed under the Ad
ministrator of the Housing and Home Fi
nance Agency since the work of the two 
agencies is clearly related." 

I cannot agree with this recommendation. 
As explained in the report of the Commis::. 
sion, the Housing Expediter enforces Fed
eral rent control and veterans' preference 
requirements in the sale and rent of new 

housing units, which has an et!ect upon th·e 
Nation's housing supply-the primary re
·sponsibtiity of the Housing Agency. Ac
cordingly, if the Office of the Housing Ex
pediter were a permanent agency, I would 
certainly agree that it should be transferred 
to the Housing Agency, assuming, of course', 
that legislative authority therefor is granted 
by the enactment of the pending reorganiza
tion bHl or otherwise. However, in view of 
the temporary nature of the Office of the 
Housing Expediter, I do not believe such 
transfer should be made. Under e.xlsting 
legislation. that Office should terminate on or 
before June 30, 1950. __ In my opinion, any 
advantages which would accrue to the Gov
ernment through the consolidation of func
tions of that Office with functions of the 
Housing Agency, for the short period of time 
prior to that date, would be more than off
set by the disadvantaJ,!:es involved. 

I believe our position in regard to this 
recommendation is sound, notwithstanding 
the fact that the name "Office of the Housing 
Expediter" and the title "Housing Expe
diter" have become misnomers which con
fuse the public and result in unwarranted 
criticism of the Federal Government for hav
ing two separate housing agencies. Our 
proposals for changing these names have been 
previously presented to the Bureau of the 
Budget and to the· Congress. 

Recommendation No. 19-Establishment ·of a 
national system of mortgage discount 
banks 

"We suggest that the Congress consider 
the creation of a system of national mort,. 
gage discount banks to provide real est.ate 
mortgage discount facilities for au private 
lending agen.cies over the entire .real property 
field. This might include the present Federal 
home loan banks." 

This recommendation ts phrased simply as 
a suggestion th.at Congress consider the es
tablishment of a national system of mortgage 
discount banks, and, of course, we have no 
.objection to such consideration. The dis
cussion of the recommendation in the report 
of the Commission, however, presents a num
ber of arguments for such a system on the 
theory that lf broad discount facilities are 
made available, it would be possible for the 
Government to reduce its present activities 
in the housing field. . 

Again, there is, in our opinion, a confusion 
in the Commission's report between the ty.pe 
of financial activity involved and the publle 
purpose which it is desired to accomplish. 
Thus, it is probably true, as the repo1"t .indi
cates, that Government-sponsored discount 
facllit\es would substantially increase the 
availability and fluidity ot capital resources 
for real estate financing. The question, .how
ever, is "!Vhether t~ese facilities :alone would 
provide an effective answer to the country's 
housing problem, or whether the other and · 
complementary activities now under way 
would not still be needed. In other words, 
the question again becomes this: "Is the 
Federal Government to be concerned only 
with the various types o! credit facilities as 
ends 1n th~mselves, o.r is 1t to utilize various 
credit facilities as means of accomplishing 
certain basic housing objectives?" 

As the Commission's report indicates, the 
proposal for a national system of mortgage 
discount banks dealing in all types of real
estate security was advanced and debated at 
great length in 1931 and 1982. There was 
considerable discussion of this subject in con
nection with the legislative .b.Ult.ory of the 
Federal Home Loan Bank Act adopted in 
.July 1932. At that time the proposal for 
mortgage discount banks, operating in the 
entire field of · residential real-estate securi
ties, was finally abandoned in favor of a more 
restricted type .of reserve .credit system de
signed to serve long-term specialized home
ftnancing institutions (savings and loan a.sso-

elations, insurance companies, and savings 
banks). A major cq:risideration leading tQ 
this decision was concern over the propriety 
and soundness of establishing under govern
mental auspices a system of discount banks 
which would, in effect, have encouraged the 
investment of short-term capital in long
term mortgages. It must also be recognized 
that the establishment in 1934 of the Fed
eral Housing Administration has meant the 
development of a standard residential mort
gage loan which has proved increasingly at
tractive in the private secondary market. 
The act also authorized the establishment 
of national mortgage associations to operate 
as secondary purchasers of insured loan 
paper~ Although only one such association 
has been established (the Federal National 
Mortgage Association), it has served a useful 
purpose in providing the additional support 
needed to back up the private secondary 
market. The Home Loan Bank System itself 
has made a fine record in the 16 years it has 
been in existence and has proved by its op
erations a satisfactory and practicable means 
of providing a reservoir of reserve credit for 
long-term home-financing . institutions. 

It is my considered opinion that the prin
ciples on which this question was rejected in 
the eal"ly 1930'.s are stlll .sound and that there 
would be . drawbacks to the adoption of a 
national system of discount banks, of the 
type apparently contemplated by the Com
mission, at the present time. At the same 
time, there is no doubt that a general review 
of the Federal Government's activities in the 
broad field of fiscal management and super• 
vision might be profitable in terms of recom: 
mendations for a better integration of all 
current reserve facilities. We would welcome 
a congressional study on such a comprehen
sive basis. 

In this analysis of the Commission's rec
ommendations we have generally avoided 
reference to the task-force report, entitled 
"Activities and Organization of Lending 
Agencies of the Government." This treat
ment has been deliberate for two principal 
reasons: Flrst, the task-force report was, for 
all practical purpose.s, rejected and dismissed 
by the Commission; and, second, the task
force report contains so many errors of fact 
and, in our opinion, of conception and con
sequent judgment that to refute it would 
require a considerable effort and would pro• 
duce a substantial document. We do not 
think the report deserves that attention, and 
recommend that it be set aside as ·of little 
value in connection with the recommenda• 
tions discussed herein. Accordingly, we will 
not plan to make a detailed analysis of the 
report unless one is requested by your com
mittee. 

The recommendatio::s of the Commission, 
takeri as a whole, would have a considerable 
impact on the existing structure and opera
tions of the Federal departments and agen
cies. For this reason and because such ex
tensive and detailed planning would be re
quired +o resolve the many problems of 
policy, administration, and organization in
volved, I feel that it is impossible reasonably 
to estimate concerning reductions in per
sonnel and in operating costs. Nevertheless, 
I feel confident that if certain o:f the Com
mission's recommend1'ttions in the general 
area of the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency are put into effect, some actual sav
ings would certainly result and improved 
coordination of operations of Federal hous
ir!f; programs would be achieved. I do not 
believe that we are in a position at this junc
ture to set .a dollar value on these economies. 

I trust that the comments made in this 
letter will be of some assistance to you and 
to the committee in weighing the many and 
tar-reaching recommendations of the Com
mlss1on. To the extent that you would find 
more detalled comments of this agency to be 
!:elpful, please do not hesitate to call upon 
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me. We have been advised by the Bureau of 
the Budget that, while there is no objection 
to the submission of this report, the ab
sence of such objection should not be taken 
to mean that all the views expressed herein 
necessarily reflect the views of the PresideD;t 
n ·· to the matters discussed. 

Sincerely yours, 
RAYMOND M. FOLEY, 

Administrator. 

THE COMMUNIST WAR AGAINST 
RELIGION 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk a statement which I have pre
·pared regarding the Communist war 
against religion. I ask unanimous con
sent that it be printed in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD at this point and follow
ing it that there be printed communica
tions to me from Wisconsinites as well 
as an editorial from the Neenah-Me
nasha Times of June 25, 1949. 

There being no objection, the state
ment, communications, and editorial 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
COMMENTS BY SENATOR WILEY ON RED WAR 

AGAINST MAN'S SPmIT 
. Throughout the world the Communists are 
waging a war to replace the cross of Chris
tianity, the star of David, and the sword of 
Islam by the red star of Moscow. In every 
land where there is a Communist movement 
the master planners of atheism are fighting 
to destroy the church and organized religion 
in every form. I have commented upon this 
. matter previously in the Senate and have 
pointed out that if the Reds should succeed 
in this ideological war, then a new Dark Ages 
will envelop the globe. 

SITUATION IN RED SATELLITE LANDS 
Behind the iron curtain the men of God, 

followed by their faithful believers, · are wag
ing a determined fight against the anti
Christ. But in land after land great voices 
of the church have been stilled or im
prisoned. Archbishop Stepinac, Catholic 
primate of Yugoslavia; Lutheran Bishop 
Ordass of Hungary; Josef Cardinal Minds
zen ty, Catholic primate of Hungary; 15 Prot
estant ministers of Bulgaria; and countless 
others have been imprisoned behind the iron 
curtain. Next on the list are reportedly 
Archbishop Josef Beran, Catholic primate of 
Czechoslovakia, and Archbishop Matocha. 
In devoted Poland the Communists, as 
everywhere else, have sought the destruc
tion of the Catholic press, the closing of the 
church schools, the silencing of couragequs 
voices like that of Archbishop Stephen 
Wyszynski. 

Vatican City reports further pressure on 
the Catholic faith in Rumania by all means 
of terror, oppression, and pressure. Albania's 
Communist government is charged by the 
Holy City with killing, imprisoning, and ex
pelling virtually all the Catholic clergymen. 

Never before have the forces of godlessness 
possessed the power that they now have in 
the age-old war of materialists against man's 
freedom of conscience. Never before have 
they been able to use the press, radio, mo
tion pictures, secret police, informers, vio
lence, to the degree that they can today 
against those w'ho assert the fatherhood of 
God and the brotherhood of man. 

THE CHALLENGE TO US 
It is up to us in the last free ramparts 

of earth to give our moral and material 
encouragement to the greatest possible ex
tent to the churchmen and devoted masses 
in the Old World who are holding the fort 
against the Asiatic barbarianism which is 
sweeping ovet the globe. 

RESOLUTION OF THE WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT 
OF THE CATHOLIC WAR VETERANS 

Whereas the Christian world is 110rrified 
at the diabolical machinations of the com
munistic Hungarian Government to remove 
from office His Eminence, Joseph Cardinal 
Mlndszenty, primate of Hungary, thereby at
tempting to kill off Catholic life and leader
ship in Hungary; and 

Whereas the barbarism displayed in ha
rassing and trying to break the spirit of this 
illustrious prince of the Catholic church is 
accompanied by the fiendish desire to in
flict a death penalty that is intended to heap 
ignominy upon his memory just as the cruci
fixion was intended to heap disgrace upon 
the Saviour of man.kind; and 

Whereas the voices raised in defense of 
this great champion of liberty and the basic 
rights of men as well as the things of God, are 
few and faint: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Wisconsin Department 
of the Catholic War Veterans in conference 
assembled on the very day which in these 
United States has been designated as a day 
of prayer to ward off persecution and to ob
tain for all Christian brethren behind the 
iron curtain strength and protection from 
Heaven, humbly implore the divine clemency 
to grant this much-needed help from above; 
be it further 

Resolved, That the Wisconsin Department 
of the Catholic War Veterans in the name of 
all its members raise its vofoe in vehement 
protest against those who, in the arrest, mock 
trial, and condemnation of His Eminence 
Cardinal Mindszenty and codefendants are 
attempting to trample under foot the most 
sacred rights of individuals and nations and 
the God of nations, whom they would de
throne, were it within their power; be it 
further 

Resolved, That we declare our firm and 
unshaken conviction that His Eminence 
Cardinal Mindszenty is innocent of any 
crime against church or state, against God 
or man; rather, that in future annals of 
history he will be regarded as a hero, a mar
tyr, a victim of an injustice so repellant that 
it cries to heaven for vengeance; be it further 
· Resolved, That we behold in this most re
cent attempt of God's enemies to discredit 
religion a most sinister plan to insult the 
consciences of all right-thinking men. Suc
cess in this attempt would embolden them, 
to be even more ruthless in their endeavor 
to stamp out religion altogether, and by 
doing away with religion destroy likewise the 
props of all governments that base their 
rights upon God; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution· be 
sent to President Harry S. Truman, to Sena
tors Alexander Wiley and Joseph McCarthy 
in support of any action our Government 
may see flt to take in. opposing the tyrannies 
herein described. 

COURT JEREM, No. 1031, 
CATHOLIC DAUGHTERS OF AMERICA, 

Stevens Point, Wis. 
The Honorable ALEXANDER WILEY, 

United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR WILEY: We, the members of 

Court Jerem, No. 1031, Catholic Daughters 
of America, have' received and read at our 
last meeting the reprint from page 969 of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, of February 8, 
1949, giving your statements before the 
United States Senate concerning the trial of 
Cardinal Mindszenty of Hungary. We wish to 
express our heartiest commendation for your 
protest against this atrocious act of a Com
munist-controlled government, and it is our 
sincere hope that you continue your good 
work along these lines. 

Very truly yours, 
(Mr&.) GRACE HALVERSON, 

Secretary. 

[From the Neenah-Menasha (Wis.) News
Times] 

RED PERSECUTION OF CLERGY 
The various incidents of Communist-in

spired persecution of European religious lead
ers which have the entire Christian world 
boiling over in indignation, may, severe as it 
is, be serving the long-time interest of the 
religions of the earth-and to the detriment 
of the Reds. 

The trumped-up charges, the tortures, the 
imprisonments, all of the gouging of the 
organized clergy, may prove as effective as 
the tax measures and too-strict maternalism 
of Britain over the early day American colo
nies-people who would be free, find the way 
to freedom. "Freedom to worship" is more 
than idle phrase. It is innate in man to re
vere his omnipotent, seen in various guises 
through the various religions. And he w111 
worship, no matter how heavy an iron heel 
is groun ded into his body. 

The Red-inspired persecution of religious 
leaders, therefor~. may but coordinate oppo
sition not only to religious suppression, but 
to the other suppressions and persecutions 
common to the Communist ways of these 
times. 

Men will be martyrs to their God-when 
the Reds attack man through his spiritual 
.side, they are invokin~ a tremendous wrath. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed, without amendment, the fol
lowing bills of the Senate: 

S. 40. · An act for the relief of William D . 
Norris; 

S. 275. An act for the relief of Arthur C. 
Jones; 

S. 897. An act for the relief of William 
Henry Tickner; 

S. 1080. An act for the relief of James A. 
Gordon; 

S. 1266. An act for the relief of Hayward 
0. Brandon; 

S. 1330. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain allotted inherited land on the Winne
bago Reservation, Nebraska; 

S. 1405. An act to provide for the admis
sion to, and . the permanent residence in, 
the United States of Poon Lim; 

S.1429. An act for the relief of Lacey C. 
Zapf; and 

S. 1742. An act removing certain restric
tions imposed by the Act of March 8, 1888, on 
certain lands authorized by such act to oe 
conveyed to the trustees of Porter Academy. 

The message also announced that the 
House had insisted JIPon its amendment 
to the bill (S. 1407) to promote the re
habilitation of the Navajo and Hopi 
Tribes of Indians and the better utiliza
tion of the resources of the Navajo and · 
Hopi Indian Reservations, and for other 
purposes, disagreed to by the Senate; 
agreed to the conference asked by the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses the,reon, and that Mr. MoR
RIS, Mr. MURDOCK, Mr. WHITE of Idaho, 
Mr. D'EWART, and Mr. LEMKE were ap
pointed managers on the part of the 
House at the confer.ence. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the following 
concurrent resolutions of the Senate: 

S. Con. Res. 29. Concurrent resolution fa
voring the suspension of deportation of cer
tain aliens; 

S. Con. Res. 31. Concurrent resolution fa
voring the suspension of deportation of cer
tain aliens; _ and 
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S. Con. Res. 3'2. Concurrent resolution fa

voring the suspenston of deportation oJ cer-
tain aliens. ' 

THE' NORTH .ATLANTIC TREATY 

The Senate,. as ln Committee of the 
Whole, resumed the consideration of the 
treaty, Executive L (81st Cong., 1st sess.), 
signed at Washington April 4, 1949 .. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, yesterday 
tlle junior Senator from New York [Mr. 
Duu.EsJ and I received from Hon. 
Henry L. Stimson, former Secretary of 

. State and former Secretary of War, a 
brief message in reference to the Nmth 
Atlantic Treaty. The message is pow
erful and effective. Because it is so brief, 
I shall read it into the RE'CORD: 
STATEMENT CONCERNING THE' NORTH ATLANTIC 

TREATY BY' FORMER SECRETARY OF STATE AND 
FORMER SECRETARY OF WAR HENl1Y I'.. 'STIMSON. 
TELJ!lGRbPHED TO UNITED STATES SE'NATOBS IRV
ING M, IVES AND .JOHN FOSTEB DULLES~ JULY 

1.9', 1949 

r am much troubled by the press reports 
that · the North Atlantic Treaty may l>e in 
same danger f:rom <!>pposition in the senate. 

It is my deep conviction that. if the Senate 
should reiuse its. consent to the treaty or if 
it should attach reservations req;uiring the 
hazardous and disheartening, procesSJ at re
negotiation, tt would be a disastrous repudia-

. tiien.· of the traditionaI American etroi:t. to 
maintain and adva,nc.e· human freedom and 

· peace- in the< wo:Fld. It wouldl be a repudia
tion of' a tradition which goes back to the 
Monroe Doctrine. 

The Monroe E>oetl'ine recognized that the_ 
freedom a:nd security of this countiry· required 
the defense of freedbm in the entire western 
hemisphere. At first that DOctrine ~as a 
unilateral policy of th~ t:Jnited states, lnlt in 
the last 20 years we have been W<!llfkmg to 
st:-engthen this policy by· ai broader concept 
of colleetfve responsibl:ltty ancf collective ac
tion. This broader concept, 6'Cpressed in the 
Treaty of Ria de J'aneircr, is- :now the settled 
policy ot the Amerfcan natioos-. 

The Monroe Doctrine was a doctrine tor 
the Americas. But, with the growth of 
modern scJentiflc and industrial capacity, we 
have learned that the defense· of freedom 
here cannot be Umfted merely to the shor~ of 
the Americas-. In two great wars we have 
been foreed to recognize that the freedom and 
security of America are dependent upon the 
maintenance of freedom and security in 
western. EurE>pe and. the whole of the North 
Atlantic area. I..t 18 our recognition of 

· this broader respansibiUty which has· led us 
sh1ce 19.45. to adopt a firm poilcy of coopera
t.ion with western Ew:ope. Thfs· p.olicY' has 
taken its economic form in the Marshall 
plan. Its politlcal and military form, fore
shadowed by the notable resolution which 
fittingly bears the na:me of Senator VANDEN
BERG, is now embodied in the North Atlantic 
T:ceaty~ This· treaty in. keeping with our 
modern concept of cooperation is not a uni-

' lateral commitment; it is a treaty f.or "effec
tive self-help and mutual aid," and in this 
respect it is exactly parallel to our· present 
p0licy in the Americas. 

Some have argued that the. treaty commits 
us -to military aid which we may not wish · 
to give. I cannot understand this· argument. 
We are committed, 11 we ratify the treaty, 
tu a policy of self.-help and mutual aid. Tllis 
means that we shall be cemmitted to give 

· military assistance whenever we honestly rec
·ognize that· the common purpose of. the 

. treaty requires such assista,nee-. It is: my 
peFsonal conviction that. there is a pressing 
present need for a moderate program of this 
sort. But as to the size and form of such a 
program, men may differ honestly witbin the 
mmework of the treaty. 

It 1f$ ~rtller aJgued that th& treaty t's: too 
na:crow-that our c.ommit.ment. to resist ag
gression cannot be safely Umite.d to a single 
geographic. area. Even if so, how is it pcrs
sibre to advance the cause of cbllecttve se
curity by rejecting this major forward step 
on the read to collective security? ls the 
world a more dangerous pface to. live because 
the North Atl:a.ntic- ar.ea is. made safe.?' The 
Secretary of State has made it amply clear 
that the treaty is not to be constmed as a 
narrowing of the interests and obligations of 
the United States. · "The tre31ty deals with 
an area of' the. utmost immediate. impor
tance to the cause of freedom. Shall we 
reject it because it does not deaf With every
thing at once? 

Thia treaty has. been iramed on the. advice 
of the Senate, negotiated and signed in good 
faith by 12' nations., and Feported to the fl.oor 
by a una.nim.ous committee. It embodie.s a 
single fundamental principle: That w~ will 
make common cause with other freemen in 
the Atlantic area, preveut aggression if pos
sible, resist it if we must. . This is a. gpeat 
commitment. Surel)" it is not. gEeater than 
the need. · 

Men with doubts must not think that they 
ca:n vote against the tr.eaty without voting 
a,gainst its b·aslc principle. If this treaty ls 
beaten, or if its great meaning is befog_ged 
by· reservations seeming to proceed from 
fear, we shall not soon be able to l'epafr the 
damage. The North Atlantic Treaty is now 
the touchstone_ of our resalutfon to keep 
on with our historic struggle for the CS>UBe 
.of peace with freedom. ~o matteD what t:be 
intention, no· matter .what the reasoning, of 
Senato:us who vote to weaken. the treaty, 
their votes will weigh in the scales against 
this cause. 

Very sincerel:y yours, 
HENRY L. SrlMSO.N!.. 

Mr. LUCAS~ Mr. President, early yes
terday afternoon the Senate, out of re
spect for the memory of the late Justice 
Murphy, took a recess until lZ o'clock 
today. The Senator from Illinois was 
abs.ent from the Chamber at the time. 
I have noticed the colloquy which oc
curred between the able Senator from 
Texas and the able Senator from Nebras
ka with respect to a night session today. 

ln view of the fa.ct· that a large number 
of Senators desire to speak upon the 
treaty, we have concluded that we shall 
have a night session today, and I am 
wtlifng to remain here a:s long as any 
Senator desires to speak. Of course, the 
unanimous-consent agreement effective 
on .tomorrow strll remains1 in force. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
wonld' like to state that, as the Senate 
kno.ws, he bas noi engaged in the prac
tice of making a list of speakers, because 
he has tried ta. observe the rnl'e that the 
Ch.air should recognize the first· Sena
tor on his :feet aS:king for recognitjcm. 

A list of speakers has been handed to 
the Chair, and the Chair unde:rstands 
that. the list has. been made up on tbe 
floor, by mutual agreement. The Chair 
is not bound by the list,.. and may deviate 
from it. in one or two instances~ Bu.t if 
Senato:rs who are seeking recognition 
according to this arrangement are on 
their feet asking !or recognition, the 
Chair wm try. to f oll'ow the arrangement, 
in vie.w of the importance of this de
bate and the importance of carrying it 
on in an orderly way. If, however. at 
any time the Ch&ir should think it :prop
er to recognize some Senator not on the 
list, · if he is asking irecognition, the 
C.ha.ir would think tha* proper. 

Mr~ LUCAS. Mr. Presiden~ l kmnw 
nothing _about. any list. I ha.ye kept no 

. list om: my desk.. There are a great nwn

. ber of Senato.rs who wish ta speak. We 
have had same days when those who de
sired to- speak on the treaty' were not 
ready. Now we come to the last day and 
we find a long list of Senators who desire 
to address thems:elves t.o this particular 
questioi:L lt seems to me that. the Chair 
is not duty bound to follow any list at 
this particular time, and that a Senator 
who is· on his feet seekIDg to obtain rec
ognition should' be the Senator who is 
permitted to address t.be S.enate. 

As I have said, in view of what occurred 
yesterday, I am willing to remain here 
tonight, in order to accommodate any 
Senaito.r wha wishes to address the Sen
ate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
would like to observe that, of course, 
when a number of Senators rise and ad
dress the Chair, it is not always. possible 
for the Chair to determine wbich Sena
tol!' addressed the Chair first. The Chair 
will exercise. his best judgment in that 
matter. 

In view of the number 0f speakers 
contemplated ta.day, the Chair will tzy 
tio expedi.te the. business of the Senate 
to ~the best of bis ability. • 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President~ wrn tl:le 
Senator yield· to me? 

Mr. LUCAS~ I yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. In view of the state

ment which has been made. in regard to a 
list of speakers, let me say that I handed 
the list to the Vice President. I under
st.and that under the unanimous-consel!lt 
a.gFeement" the distinguished President 
o:f the Senate will give priority to those 
who wish to speak on ·the pact 

The list. which has. been handed to the 
President of. the Senate includes the 
names of Sena.tors who have signified 
to me that they.· would lik.E:' to add.ress 
themselves. to the pending: business. 
There is no arrangement as to the o•rder 
in which Senators shall be recog,nitzed, 
except r may say t.hat when they have 
informed us that they would like to speak 
on the pact,. they have been listed as they 
have given such noticei and ii that fact 
has. any farce or etrect .. I would suggest 
it to the Vice President. 

In view of the announcement by the 
distinguished majority leader that there 
will be a night session, and in view of the 
fact that severnr Senat.ors haw indieated 
tbat: they would like to speak on the 
pact, it would certainly seem that we 

. shall be required to continue: the s~s
sion beyond 6 o'clock this evening. So 
I deeply appreciate the announcement, 
and It.hank the' majority leader fer mak
ing it thus early in the day~ 

Mr. NEELY. Mr-. President, will t:lne 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield to the Senator 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. NEELY, I should like to inquire 
whether there is to be any limitation on 
the speakers today as to the amount of 
time they· ma!' consume. The reason 
for my inq.uin11 is· that I note there are 
eight names on the Us.t on the Vice Pres-

: ident's desk at the present time and 
one of the: Senators whose nam.e is on the 
list:. hais told me he expects to speak at 
least an hour, possibly .an. .00.ur Qnd a 
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· half, if there is to be no limitation. Of So, in 1917 and again in 1941 we un- - tions, each one -expressing the high hope 

course, there are eight on the list, and·I willingly entered the contest while we - that the United · Nations might be 
know of some other Senators who hope yet had friends and supporters to help'-- strengthened to accomplish its objec
to speak in addition to those. If every us, while allies were still available to us. tives; e·ach one offering new plans to 
Senator speaks as long as he wishes, And by our strength and fighting skill achiev·e that success. The central theme 
manifestly even those whose names ap- we were able to stop the tide of conquest of most of these resolutions has been 
pear on the list before the Vice President and subdue the aggressor. that, if we cannot achieve unanimity 
will not have an op:Portunity to address We Americans know that a major con- .. with all of the nations signatory to the 
themselves to this subject. so· it seems flict between two or more nations in the United Nations Charter, we can evolve, 
to me there should be some reasonable world today ·will ultimately involve us. within that charter, a unanimity among 
limitation. History has taught.us that lesson. We ·a smaller group working for the preven-

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is no know that the hope of security and peace . tion of.war and the establishment of.Jaw 
limitation on the debate of any Senator. by isolation is futile and dead. and justice. 

, The only limitation is that . a _ vote be _ Throughout our national history, we . . . It is .of ' great significanee. that after 
taken tomorrow at5 o~clock . . At 2 o~cloGk. Americans have tried. to foster peace. ; the -introduction of several of these res
tomorrow ·the Committee- of '.the _ Whole f We haver never .been the · aggr,essor; : By . ·olutiens;"' the Foreign ,Relations Com

, will rise and report :the · treaty ·to the.- · diplomacy, ·by· force of arms, we have -mittee ;of · the · Senate- unanimously re
- Senate, · striven 'to· protect -our ·own independence, ported the so-called Vandenberg resolu

Mr: NEELY. Mr.:- President;;will the. ·. tu ·guarantee our·own·se.curity,.to pr.e:vent~ tion, thus endorsing the purposes and ob- · 
Senator. yield further? war. jectives therein set forth. That resolu-

Mr. LUCAS. . I yield. _ _ The -Monroe . Doctrine was one such . tion soug.ht as its .first .objective: 
. Mr. NEELY. Let ·me submit . there · notable example of our efforts, by diplo
. should be · some reasonable division of _ macy, to protect .. ourselv.es. and to pre
; the time, so those who wish to speak serve our own security in the Western 
-will not be foreclosed by··some ·,Senater· \ Hemisphere.• · More" than one· hundred 
· or Senators consuming three- or· four years alto we told the "World that · any 
,_ times . as much. of the available time as effort ·at .. conquest· in :the West.ern Heini-

anybody else will be able to use. _ - · . , sphere .would be .. considered as. an: attack 
.The .VICE PRESIDENT. That. is . a : upon us . . That . doctrine had , a most 

matter the Chair .cannot control. The · salutary effect upon rthe . development cf 
. Chair would not declare a Senator.out. of our Central a:nd So.uth Ainerican .neigh

order if he skipped. a page or two in· his bors. In the announcement of that doc
speech. · . trine, ·however: we ·had asked nothing 

Mr. BALDWIN. - Mr. President, when from our Central and South · American 
the people of any nation are richly .en- · friends. While the doctrine did .pro

- dowed with naturaLresources; when they tect them, it primarily protected .us. - , 
produce from such resources a material But in a world in which time and space 

. wealth which surpasses that of any other have all but been· eliminated, we have 
· nation; when they build a free way of implemented that doctrine in the West
. life which challenges the imagination of ern Hemispbere by the Rio Pact. In that 
countless millions in this world, they have pact we reaffirmed the Monroe Doctrine. 
created a rich, priceless prize for con- But we also established with the nations 
quest. · in the Western Hemisphere an under-

All the lessons ot our 160 years· of his- ·· standing and agreement that, in the 
tory as a Nation have taught us that. event of an attack by an aggressor from 

. We did our best to avoid entanglement in outside the Western Hemisphere, we 
the gigantic struggle which raged in would stand together, as one, in mutual 
western Europe in the Napoleonic era. defense. 
Yet, try as we might, we ultimately be- Following the armistice in 1918, we 

, came involved. The war between the made a bold attempt to build an organi
States involved us in difficulties with zation for world peace. The men who 
both France and Great Britain. When conceived that ideal lived ahead of their 
Germany marched into Belgium in 1914 time. The world was not ready for it. 
and erigulf ed most of the nations of west- Nor was America: we had, as yet, failed 
ern Europe, most Americans realized that to grasp the full significance, to us, of . 
sooner or later we would be threatened, 
as indeed we were. Most of us here to- major conflicts in western Europe and 
day can recall our fears when Germany in other parts of the world. The League 
appeared to be gaining the upper hand of Nations failed because we, and the 
and when the British Navy seemed un- other nations of the world, were not 
able to cope successsfully with the sub- ready to support it. 
marine menace. We wondered how soon , ' "The blood and sweat and tears" of 
it would be before a triumphant Ger- World War II compelled a second attempt 
many bound on world conquest would at organization for world peace and pro
threaten our shores. In those days, duced the United Nations. In many 
when the power of German arms seemed fields of international human relation
to be increasing and victory almost with- ships, the United Nations has already ac
in reach, the utter disregard of the arro- complished great things. However, be
gant Kaiser for American rights showed cause of a lack of unanimity in action 
us that, once his enemies had been sub- for world peace, many Americans and 
dued in western Europe, we surely sooner people elsewhere in the world are be
or later would be the next victim. 

Again, in 1940, when France fell and ginning to think that, unless strength-
the British were all but driven to their ened, it too must fail to solve the riddle 
knees, Americans feared, and rightly so, of the ages, the prevention of war, by 
that victory for Hitler in Europe might the establishment · of law and the ad
well mean, sooner or later, an attempted ministration of justice in the settlement 
conquest of these United States. We of international misunderstandings and 
were too powerful and too rich to be ig- disagreements. 
nored. Our influence was too great to There have been introduced in the 
be overlooked. House and in the Senate many resolu-

· ·voluntary- agreement· to remove the · veto 
: f:rom all questions ' involving ·pacific settle

ments . of international dispute8 'and situa
. .tions, and from the .admisslorr of ·new- mem- ' 

bers. 

·': That is a high and noble objecti've, but 
. r'ealists ' are· frank to admit that pres
. ently··it appears · impossible of acconi
- plishment: ' 
: · The resolution g~es on· to state: 

(2) Progressive, development of regional 
and other collective arrangements for indi
vidual· and collective self-defense in accord
ance with the purposes, principles, and pro
visions of the Charter. 

, · (3) Association of the United States, by 
constitutional process, with such regional 

. and other collecUve arrangements as are 
. based on continuous and effective self-help 

and mutual aid, and as affect its national 
security. 

(4) Contributing to the maintenance of 
peace by making clear its determination to 
exercise the right of individual or collective 
self-defense under article 51 should any 
armed attack occur affecting its national se-
curity. . 

(5) Maximum efforts to obtain agree
ments to provide the United Nations · with 
armed forces as provided by the Charter, and 
to obtain agreement among member nations 
upon universal regulation and reduction of 
armaments under adequate and dependable 
guaranty against violation. 

Let us now examine this resolution, 
and the Atlar:tic Pact which is now un
der consideration, in the light of the ex
perience that our history has brought us. 

First. This resolution and the Atlan
tic Pact itself are national declarations 
by the representatives of the people 0f 
the United States of our allegiance to, . 
and faith in, the United Nations. They 
are . reaffirmations of our sincere and 
abiding belief in the efficacy of the ad
ministration of law and justice in the 
settlements of international differences. 
They say that the American people want 
peace, not war, and :hat they are willing 
to set up effective organizations to secure 
.the a<;iministration of law and justice. 
They are more than statements of diplo
matic policy by our State Department or 
by our President. They are, under our 
Constitution, with our approval, the con
sidered, debated, voted-upon, and ap
proved expressions of the American peo
ple themselves. 

The distinguished Senators from Ohio 
[Mr. TAFT] and Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] 
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have introduced a mosr. important reso
lution-a resolution which·would author
ize and direct the President to pronounce 
what, in effect, amounts to a Monroe Doc
trine applicable to the whole Atlantic 
area. That is a laudable and proper 
thing. But have we not already gone 
further than that with the Monroe Doc
trine itself? Why should we then pro-

. vide that the President could establish 
an American policy -for western Europe 
which we as representatives of the Amer
ican people are not, as a body, now will
ing to affirm? Have we not already, in 
the Rio Pact, reaffirmed the Monroe Doc
trine as it applies to the Western Hemi
sphere, and also set up a protective, de
fensive organization with mutual respon
sibility among all the nations in the 
Western Hemisphere? We have therein 
provided a multilateral arrangement in 
place of the unilateral arrangement for 
the Western Hemisphere. The Atlantic 
Pact likewise provides more than a uni
lateral arrangement for the Atlantic 
area. It provides a multilatera .. arrange- . 
ment for protection and defense and for 
mutual deve:opment. 

As we were aware in 1917, and again 
in 1941, that we needed allies and friends 
to contend with aggression, so in this At · 
lantic Pact as in the Rio Pact we are 
bringing to our side allies and friends 
before war may come upan us. · 

Great emphasis has· been given in this 
debate to articles 3 and 5 of the treaty. 
They are extremely significant and im
portant articles. But so is article 9, which 
establishes a council in which each of 
the nations signatory to the ·pact shall 
be represented to consider matters con
cerning implementation of the treaty. 
There is the beginning of a working or
ganization of freedom-loving people with 
a common interest-that interest being 
the promotion of peace and the protec
tion from threats to that peace. We 
have done this at a time when many 
nations are still free to make a choice to 
come into this pact. This pact is not a 
threat to any nation anywhere unless 
that nation chooses to cast itself in the 
role of an aggressor. 

The point has been forcefully made 
that we have not included in the pact 
as many nations as should be included. 
Article 10 of the pact provides that by 
unanimous agreement "any other Euro
pean state in a position to further the 
principles of this treaty and to contribute 
to the security of the North Atlantic area" 
may be invited to accede to the treaty 
and join the pact. Thus, it is not static. 
Rather, it opens up a new avenue to 
future developments as events may in
dicate or require. 

It is forcefully claimed that. this pact 
commits us, morally, to the obligations 
of helping to rearm the other signatories 
to the pact. .There is no such direct 
commitment made in this agreement as 
I understand, either directly or indi
rectly, morally or otherwise. As in 1917 
and again in 1941, if attacked, we might 
find ourselves under the compelling ne
cessity of helping to rearm these nations, 
or some of them, even though there be 
no pact whatsoever. An act of Congress 
could accomplish that, without the At
lantic Pact, if we thought it necessary 

from the standpoint of our own security 
to do so. 

-The proposition has fieen advanced 
th~t. rather than attempt to strengthen 
the armed forces of the nations signa
tory. to the pact, we should create within 
the pact itself an international force to 
which all of the nations signatory could 
contribute. Such a development is com
pletely within the range of possibility 
under the terms and provisions of the 
treaty. The Council provided for in 
article 9 could well decide upon such a 
course. 

It has been claimed that this pact vio
lates the provisions of the United Na
tions Charter and has the effect of 
weakening the United Nations Organ
ization. Article 7 of the treaty provides: 

This treaty does not affect, and shall not 
be interpreted as affecting, in any way the 
rights and obligations· under the charter of 
the parties which are members of the United 
Nations, or the primary responsibility of the 
Security Council for the maintenance of 
international peace and security. 

Furthermore, 'this treaty follows di
rectly the line already set forth in the 
Vandenberg resolution of implementing 
the United Nations Charter, under sec
tion I of article 52 thereof, whiCh pro
vides for: 

• • • the existence of regional ar
rangements or agencies for dealing with such 
matters relating to the maintenance of inter_ 
national peace and . security as a.re appro
priate for regional action. • • • 

Much has been said about the risks in
volved in this pact. What risk do we run 
if we do not enter the pact? Mr. Presi
dent, we run the same risk we would have 
run in 1917 if we had not entered the war 
and Germany had won. We run the 
same risk that we would have run in 
1941 if we had not entered the war then 
and Hitler had won. We run the risk 
of standing alone in the world, of losing 
the Allies and friends who now have in
dicated, at great danger to themselves, 
that they desire to be on the side of 
peace, freedom, and justice, which is our 
side. We run the risk of losing ulti
mately such world trade as we now have. 
We run the risk of involving ourselves in 
a tremendous, burdensome, expensive, 
permanent Military Establishment for 
our own protection. We run the risk of 
losing the resources of manpower and 
material which this pact makes available 
for helping our own defensive measures. 
We run the risk of losing for centuries 
to come the hope and possibility of build
ing a world organization for the estab
lishment of law and Justice in the set
tlement of international disputes. In 
short, we run the risk of losing every
thing that we hold .dear and priceless. 
We would deny every lesson history has 
taught us if we do not approve this pact. 

Mr. President, I shall vote for the rati
fication of this treaty, with no apologies 
and with the firm conviction that it 
offers decidedly the best course now for 
America to follow. 

Mr. KEM and Mr. HUMPHREY ad
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. HOL
LAND in the chair> . Does the SenatOr 
from Connecticut yield; and if so, to 
whom? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield first to the 
Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. KEM. The Senator from Con
necticut has said that history has taught 
us that what is proposed is the best ~ourse 
for us to follow. I should like to ask the 
Senator whether history has taught us 
that the balance of power is an effective 
instrument of peace. 
M~·. BALDWIN. No; I do not think 

it has. 
Mr. KEM. I would ask the Senator if 

this proposed tract Jurthermore is not 
a return to the old device of the balance 
o:! power. Are we not here arrayinc the 
East against the West, using the same 
device that has brought so much woe to 
the world for thousands of years? 

Mr. BALDWIN. No; I would say to the 
Senator from Missouri that I do not 
think anything of the kind. It has been 
a fact of history, however, that balances 
of power have in the world's history pre
served the peace for a considerable pe
riod of time. They have ultimately 
broken down. However, I do not look 
upon the pending treaty as an attempt to 
attain a balance of power. I rather look 
upon it as an attempt to bring to our side 
before war is actually upon us the friends 
we ·lr ight hope to have were we involved 
in a war, the friends we were decidedly 
glad to have on our side .when we did be
come involved in war in 1917, and again 
in 1941. 

Mr. KEM. What distinction does the 
Senator draw between this military_ al
liance and the military alliances of the 
past? 

Mr. BALDWIN. In the first place, this 
is a defensive alliance, if the Senator 
wants to call it an alliance. It is for our 
own protection; it is for our own defense. 
I do not know that it differs substantially 
from efforts which have been made in the 
past to aline nations together for their 
own defense. It has this one distinct dif
ference, however. This is a tr.eaty to 
·bring together under the United Nations 
Charter, to which so many nations of the 
world are already signatories, as provided 
in the Charter, a group for regional de
fense. 

It seems to me it di.ff ers very mate
rially in that particular regard from 
other efiorts. 

. Furthermore, there is this ditierence: 
Unlike other treaties, and unlike much of 
the diplomacy of the past, here is a forth
right announcement which tells every
body in the world what we are trying to 
do with this treaty, what its purpose is, 
and the whole world can read it. That 
has not been true of military alliances in 
the past. They were primarily secret. 

Mr. KEM. Can the Senator recall any 
military alliance in history that was not 
put forth by the signatories as a defensive 
alliance? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I think it is fair to 
say that most of them were. I will say, 
however, that nothing was said about 
many of them. They were kept in the 
dark. I · do not consider the treaty be
fore us primarily a mmtary alliance. 'It 
is more than that, it is an alliance in 

·which each nation agrees that it will try 
to develop free institutions of govern
ment, and endeavor to follow tqe so
called democratic process. It is a state
ment by the nations signatory to it 
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that they will try mutually to get to- ple, as I believe it has, and the question 
gether and arrange to develop their is presented as to whether Great Brit
own resources, and . take such action ain and its people ,and dominions are 
as will prevent war. I place great sig- going to cast their lot on the side of 
nificance upon those particular pro- Russia or on the side of the United 
visions of the treaty, more, in fact, States, I do not think there can be any 
than I do upon the so-called defensive- question about how that issue would be 
alliance features, if the Senator wants to resolved. They would go with us. 
call them that, because I believe it is only Mr. KEM. Does the Senator have in 
by improving standards of living in the mind that the Prime Minister of Great 
world, without seriously damaging or Britain is not an authorized spokesman 
throwing away our own, that we can ere- of the British people? 
ate an atmosphere in which war will be Mr. BALDWIN. I believe he is, yes, 
undesirable, in fact, impossible. but oftentimes the authorized spokesman 

Mr. KEM. In view of the lessons of of any people may not be expressing the 
history to which the able Senator has so will of the people as they would like to 
eloquently referred, can he still have hope have it expressed. Then they have an 
in a military alliance as an instrument opportunity to change that expression. 
of peace? . . . I think my distinguished friend is raising 

Mr. BALDWIN. In answer, I will say up meaningless ghosts if he feels that 
that if this is a military alliance, then I Great Britain's attempt to resume trade 
do have hope in it for the maintenance of relations with Russia necessarily means 
peace. I do not call it a military allianc~. they are going to abandon all their ties 

Mr. KEM. Will the Senator please with us. I do not think ft means any 
indicate the point of distinction between such thing. 
this military alliance and other similar Mr. KEM. I had in mind that the 
military alliances in history? agreement between .Great Britain and 

Mr. BALDWIN. I think I have already Russia was more than an economic 
pointed out two. One is that this is an agreement, that it was also a military 
alliance for other purposes than military alliance. 
defense; it is an alliance in which the Mr. BALDWIN. I would say that if 
signatories agree to develop free institu- Great Britain had a defensive alliance 
tions of government within their own with Russia and us, 'both those docu
borders. It is an alliance in which the ments might rather help prevent war 
signatories, as nations bordering on the than encourage it. I think it would be 
Atlantic, living within the Atlantic area, much better than if they had an alliance 
agree to try to get together and coopera- with Russia and none with us. I would 
tively improve trade relations and busi- wonder where we stood, in that event. 
ness, and there are many other things of Mr. KEM. Does the Senator regard 
that kind. So that it is more than a Mr. Arthur Horner, the head of the coal 
mere alliance saying that "If X attacks miners union of Great Britain, as a rep
Y, then B, C, and D are going to Y's resentative spokesman for the working 
defense." people of Great Britain? 

Mr. KEM. Are not Great Britain and Mr. BALDWIN. He may very well be. 
Russia also in alliance for the purposes Mr. KEM. Is the Senator familiar 
the Senatc:,r has just indicated? with the fact that Mr. Horner has said 

Mr. BALDWIN. That may very well that in case of a war with Russia no coal 
be true, but I would think that was all the would be mined in Great Britain? 
more ·reason why we should have them Mr. BALDWIN. Yes, and Paul Robe
on the dotted line, because in the event of son has said that in case of war between 
trouble between Russia and the United the United States and Russia all the 
States, if Britain has a treaty with Rus- Negroes · would fight for Russia, but · I 
sia and none with us, their decision as to do not believe it. · 
where they were going to throw their Mr. KEM. Does the Senator mean t.o 
weight would be a good deal easier than indicate that Mr. Robeson is in such in
if they signed on the dotted line with us timate association with our Government 
in a mutual-defense alliance. as Mr. Horner is with the government of 

Mr. KEM. In view of the fact that Great Britain? 
Great Britain has signed treaties with Mr. BALDWIN. No, I do not suppose 
both the United States and Russia, can he is, but I would say that Mr. Robeson 
the Senator be sure with which of its is a spokesman for his group, and one 
allies it will go in case of war? whose word is listened to by thousands 

Mr. BALDWIN. Yes, I would say that of Negroes. Nevertheless, if the British 
in the event of war, despite any agree- people should feel that because Mr. 
ment the senator has spoken of between Robeson had said that, they were en
Great Britain and Russia, Great Britain titled to rely on it, I think they would 
would be on our side. I do not think be making a terrific mistake, just as we 
there can be any question about it. would be making a terrific· mistake if we 

relied on what Mr: Horner said. 
Mr. KEM. Does the Senator have in Mr. KEM. Does the Senator believe 

mind the statement of Mr. Clement that the party to which Mr. Robeson be
Attlee, the Prime Minister of Great Brit- longs is as influential with the State De
ain, that in economic matters Great partment and the White House as the 
Britain looks to Russia rather than to party to which Mr. Horner belongs is at 
the United States? · Whitehall and No. 10 Downing Street? 

Mr. BALDWIN. If Mr. Attlee were Mr. BALDWIN. I certainly hope not, 
speaking for the whole British people, and I believe not. 
that would be something to think about, Mr. KEM. I should like to ask the 
.but if Great Britain has a government Senator .further if he has in mind the 
that is responsive to the will of its peo- distinct reservation that Mr. Ernest Bevin 

made in his statement in Washington at 
the time this treaty was signed by him 
on behalf of Great Britain? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I do not recall it now. 
I knew he made so~e statement, but I 
do not correctly recall what it was. Does 
the Senator recall .the purport of it? 

Mr. KEM. The substance of it was 
he wanted the other friends of .Great 
Britain distinctly to understand that 
nothing in this treaty in any way inter- . 
fered with the obligations of Great Brit
ain toward them, and that it should not 
be taken as an indication that Great 
Britain was not going to carry out any 
commitments it had with other allies and 
their friends. · 

Mr. BALDWIN. I think the Atlantic 
Pact itself has that direct provision in 
it. It seems to me that is a proper thing 
to have. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield. 
Mr. DONNELL. I understood the 

Senator to · make the point that this 
treaty is not static, and in support of 
that point to call attention to article 10 
under which "The parties may, by unani
mous consent, invite any other European 
state in a position to further the prin
ciples of this treaty and to contribute 
to the security of the North Atlantic 
area to accede to this treaty." Did I 
correctly understand the Senator? 

Mr. BALDWIN. Yes. 
Mr. DONNELL. May I ask the Sena

tor whether there is any necessity for 
having any such sentence in the treaty, 
at all? Does that demonstrate the non
static nature of the treaty? Could not 
the parties issue such an invitation with· 
out a sentence in the treaty to that 
effect? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I suppose they could, 
but I think it is a desirable thing to have 
it in the treaty. It seems to me, if I 
may say so to my distinguished f rierid, 
the provision meets one of the objec
tions made by the Senator from Missouri 
to the treaty in his statement that 'it 
was freezing the situation for 20 years. 
The point I make is that that sentence 
indicates that it is not freezing the situa
tion for 20 years or 10 years, but that it 
makes it possible to bring in new signa
tories at any time. 

Mr. DONNELL. I was not making the 
point that it is freezing the situation for 
20 years in regard to the admission of 
any other countries. The countries sig
natory to the pact could, by unanimous 
agreement, admit other countries. My 
inquiry of the Senator is: Does he re
gard that sentence, which provides for 
the doing of something which can be 
done without the existence of the sen
tence in the treaty, namely, · admission 
of other countries by unanimous con
sent of the parties to the treaty, demon
strate in the slightest that this treaty is 
a nonstatic instrument? · 

Mr. BALDWIN. It demonstrates that 
the men who drafted it and signed it in
dicated a desire on their part to receive 
witfiin the provisions of the treaty other 
peoples who might be like-minded and 
might want to Join. I think it is a vety 
desirable thing to ha_ve in the treaty. 
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Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, wlll 

the Senator Yield to me fo.r another 
question? · 

Mr. BALDWIN. Yes. 
Mr. DONNELL. I have no doubt the 

Senator observes that the article itself, 
instead of saying that the parties may 
by unanimous agreement invite any 
other European state to accede to this 
treaty, places a limitation as to what 
states could be invited. Has the Sena
tor observed that fact? 

Mr. BALDWIN. Yes. I think It is 
desirable. The limitation placed there 
1s that "The parties may, by unanimous 
agreement, invite any other European 
state in a position to further the prin
ciples of this treaty and to contribute 
to the security of the North Atlantic 
area to accede to this treaty." It seems 
to me it must provide that limitation. 
No one would want to invite a state to 
come in which would destroy the se
cutity of the North Atlantic area or 
destroy and def eat the purposes of the 
treaty. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield. 
Mr. DONNELL. Does the Senator 

understand that even though this sen
tence were not included in the treaty. 
the parties by unanimous consent could 
invite any nation they wanted to come 
into this treaty? ·-

Mr. BALDWIN. That is absolutely so. 
The Senator from Missouri and I could 
get together and by agreement carry on 
business for 50 years because we would 
hope that we might eventually agree on 
everything that came up. But if we 
were to carry on business for 50 years, 
the Senator from Missouri, being the 
good lawyer he -is, would probably want 

. to have the agreement in black and 
white, and I, being a Yankee, would prob
ably want it in black and white. I be
lieve it to be desirable in the case of the 
treaty also, that the provision be in 
black and white. 

Mr. DONNELL. May I ask my dis-
- tinguished friend, who is a distinguished 
Yankee, to use his own words-and I 
myself use them in no sense of oppro
brium, but rather of compliment-does 
not my friend the Senator from Con
necticut, good lawyer as he is, apd 
judge-nominate to the bench, agree that 
there should be in black and white in 
the treaty a provision that in the con
tingency that any country which is a 
party to the treaty becomes a commu
nistic country, it should then be de
prived of the right of remaining a party 
to the treaty, instead of relying on vague, 
tenuous, doubtful construction as to the 
meaning of its terms with respect to 
such a situation? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I would answer that 
when we got to that particular point. 
As a matter of draftsmanship I would 
say I would have great difficulty in know
ing how to frame the language to cover 
such an event. I even wonder how we 
could tell the other nations what kind 
of governments they ought to have. If 
<me of the signatories to this pact be
comes a communistic state, and is drawn 
behind the iron curtain, and· becomes 
subservient to Russia, and wants to 

espouse her- cause, I think then is the 
time to deal with that situation. But .J 
do not think that at the present mo
ment we can say we should not sign the 
treaty because such a contingency might 
arise. 

The Senator from Missoui'i CMr. KEM] 
said Mr. Horner, of England, said some
thing. He said Mr. Bevin said some
thing. Some other contingency might 
arise. If we are going to delay action 
on the basis of that sort of argument, 
then we never could enter into a treaty. 
Some of the nations signatory to the 
treaty may break the treaty. That is 
a pcssibility; it may be almost a prob
ability; )Jut I do not think that is any 
reason why we should not ratify the 
treaty. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield. 
Mr. DONNELL. I want to refer in a 

moment to a sentence which indicates 
that this treaty is not so nonstatic. But 
before doing so I should like to ask the 
Senator a question. · -Is there in his 
opinion· anything from the beginning of 
the treaty to its end which says that 1f 
2ny country shall become controlled by 
a Communist government it shall there
by be deprived of rights under the treaty? 

Mr. BALDWIN. No, there is not. 
My frank opinion on that point ~s that 
it would have been impossible to include 
such a provision. · I think that. is a con
tingency which may ·arise, and when it 
arises then the council provided for in 
the treaty will have to deal witl. it. 

Mr. DONNELL. Does ·the Senator be
lieve that the Council has any authority 
under article 9 to say anything that shall 
be done except to make recommenda
tions? 

Mr. BALDWIN. No, it has not. I 
mean what is done at that particular 
time to change the terms of the treaty, 
or to exclude one of the nations which 
were signatories, would have to be de
cided by the Senate. 

Mr. DONNELL. Is there anything in 
the treaty which says that the Senate 
shall decide or may decide whether a 
country shall be expelled from the 
treaty? 

Mr. BALDWIN. No, there ts not. 
But I think by fair implication that a 
question so grave as that would have to 
be decided here. I should want it to 
be decided here. 

Mr. DONNELL. In the Senator's 
opinion, is there any reason to believe, 
from a legal standpoint, that our coun
try is entitled to say that any more than 
Great Britain has the right to say that? 

Mr. BALDWIN. No, I think every sig
natory to this treaty enters it with the 
full and complete knowledge that we 
have a certain system of government, 
we have a certain way of doing things, 
and they must expect we will follow that 
course when a question of great impor
tance under the treaty arises. I think 
we must assume that. 

Mr. -DONNELL. However, I take it 
the Senator agrees with me that there 
is nothing from the ·beginning to the end 
of the treaty which says that if a Nation 
shall become communistic in its gov
ernment it shall not be entitled to re
ceive the benefits of the treaty, . For 

example, if the. Communists should suc
ceed in putting in a premier, or president, 
or whatever the oftlcer may be, in France 
or Italy, there is nothing in the treaty 
which says that that country would be
come disentitl.ed to remain a member 
and receive the benefits of the treaty. 

Mr. BALDWIN. I agree that there 1s 
nothing in the treaty which spe'ciftcally 
deals· with that question, except the pro
visions which specifically set forth tts 
purposes and objectives. When one of 
the signatories attempts to pursue a 
course which is not in keeping with the 
agreement, it seems to me that it violates 
the terms-of the treaty, and places itself 
outside the treaty. 

Mr. DONNELL. The preamble of the 
treaty recites that the parties-
are determined to safeguard the freedom; 
common heritage, and civilization of · t heir 
peoples, founded on the principles of de
niocracy, individual liberty, and the rule of 
law. 

Does the Senator mean to tell us that 
Portugal comes within the definition of 
a country whose freedom is founded on 
the principles of democracy? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I do not say that 
Portugal is a democracy in our sense. 

Mr. DONNELL. In any sense? 
Mr. BALDWIN. Perhaps not in any 

sense. However, I do say that there is 
a provision which requires the members 
signatory to give consideration in their 
own lands to the development of re
sponsive forms of ·_government. It may 
very well be that in the course of time 
Portugal may become more nearly a re
public than she now is. I think that 
would be desirable. 

Mr. DONNELL. She could not get 
much further away from that status. 

Mr. BALDWIN. I do not suppose she 
could. 

Mr. DONNELL. Returning to the 
sentence in article 10 which, as the Sen
ator argues, demonstrates the nonstatic 
nature of the treaty, am I correct in 
understanding the Senator to agree with 
me that notwithstanding the fact that 
there is a limitation in that sentence, by 
which the parties may by unanimous 
consent invite not any other European 
state, but any other European state in 
a position to do certain things, the par
ties may by unanimous consent admit 
any nation, even though this' sentence is 
in there? 

Mr. BALDWIN. A treaty can always 
be amended by unanimous agreement 
among the signatories, just as a con
tract can be amended by agreement of 
the parties. 

Mr. DONNELL. Notwithstanding the 
limitation, the Senator agrees that the 
parties may by unanimous consent waive 
that limitation. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Yes; if they all wish 
to do so. 

Mr. DONNELL. On the other hand, 
does the Senator agree that there is a 
limitation, namely, that the oply type 
of state which the treaty says the parties 
may by unanimous consent invite in is a 
state "in a position to further the 
principles of this treaty and to con
tribute to the security of the North At
lantic area to accede to this treaty" ? 
Does the Senator agree to that? 
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Mr. BALDWIN. I think that is a very 
desirable provision. We would not want 
to include in the treaty a nation which 
would not attempt to further the princi
ples of the treaty or would not attempt 
to develop security in the North Atlantic 
area. I do not believe that such nations 
ought to be in the pact. 

Mr. 'DONNELL. What country does 
the Senator have in mind which might 
be admitted within the period of 20 years, 
under the provisions of article 10? 

Mr. BALDWIN. Spain might be ad
mitted. 

Mr. DONNELL. Does the Senator be
lieve that that would be in hearty ac
cord with the present views of the De
partment of State of our Government? 

Mr. BALDWIN. With respect to many 
things, I do not know what the views of 
the State Department of our country are. 
We all .wonder at times. ,.. 

Mr. DONNELL. According to the jun
ior Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGU
SON], the State Department is responsi
ble for what he terms the failure-or 
words to that effect-of the policy of our 
country in China and South America. Do 
we not wonder, and have just ground to 
wonder, whether its recommendation 
that we approve this treaty for 20 years 
should be considered, if not infallible, 
at least strongly persuasive? 

Mr. BALDWIN. We have the benefit 
of the recommendations of the State De
partment. We have the benefit of the 
testimony of the Secr.etary of State. We 
have the benefit of many other authori
ties on this subject. However, each in
dividual Member of the Senate must de
cide this question on his own respon
sibility, on the basis of all the evidence 
presented. That is the way I am decid
ing to vote for it. It seems to me, every
thing considered, that it is the best thing 
presently to do. That does not mean that 
because the State Department approves 
it, I agree with the policy of the De
partment in China, or anywhere else in 
the world. I think the distinguished 
Senator from Michigan pointed out most 
forcefully that in other places our diplo
macy has failed. Our policy was appar
ently wrong. It does not necessarily fol
low that because· the State Depa·rtment 
makes a mistake in one instance, it makes 
a mistake in everything, and that con
sequently we ought to reject the treaty. 
We have the opportunity in the Senate to 
decide for ourselves whether we want to 
approve the treaty. We do not have that 
opportunity with reference to China. 
The most we can do is advise, and then 
face the responsibility for J. decision 
which is made by someone else. 

Mr. DONNELL. Does the Senator pro
ceed on the theory that, the State De
partment having failed in so many il
lustrations, as, for example, in China, 
South America, and doubtless other 
places, by the law of averages it is prob
ably right in connection with the North 
Atlantic Treaty? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I do not mean any 
such thing. As a United States Senator 
with a limited knowledge of this sub
.ject, but with a very full record, plenty 
of testimony, and some little knowledge 
of world ·history, I say that, judging the 
treaty on all the evidence, as one mem
ber of a jury of 96 Senators, my verdict 

is going to be in favor of ratifying the 
treaty. 

Mr. DONNELL. Notwithstanding my 
rather loud voice, I am delighted that the 
Senator and I can carry on what I know 
is a perfectly friendly interchange. 

Does the Senator have in mind that 
Germany might be one of the nations ad
mitted by unanimous consent? 

Mr. BALDWIN. She might be. I think 
that might be a good thing to work for. 

Incidentally, in connection with the 
question asked by the Senator's distin
guished colleague the junior Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. KEM] with reference 
to the Russian-British treaty, it has been 
brought to my attention that that treaty 
between Great Britain and the Soviet 
Union covers only an attack from Ger
many. It does not cover an attack· from 
any other quarter. As a matter of fact, 
we offered to enter into a treaty with 
Russia on exactly the same basis. 

Mr. DONNELL. With respect to Ger
many, the Senator doubtless recalls that 
portion of the address of the junior Sen
ator from New York [Mr. DULLES] -in 
which he ref erred to the possibility of 
integration of Germany into the west if 
the North Atlantic Treaty should be rati
fied, and the certainty of its nonintegra
tion into the west if the treaty should 
not be ratified. Does the Senator recall 
that portion of his argument? · 

Mr. BALDWIN. I do. 
Mr. DONNELL. Does the Senator be

lieve that the alleged nonstatic ·pro 
visions of the treaty, namely, article 10, 
the one with regard to admission by 
unanimous consent-whicr. could be 
done without the article-is any guaran
ty that Germany is going to be inte
grated into the west. 

Mr. BALDWIN. There is no guaran
ty in the treaty that any other nation 
is going to join it. However, in that lan
guage there is an express invitation. 
There is the expression of a possibility
indeed, a probability-that other nations 
can join. This sentence leaves the door 
open for them. If it were not in there 
they might consider that there was no 
door, or, if there were a door, that it was 
closed to them. This leaves the door 
open. It may very well be, in the devel
opment of time, that Germany will want 
to come in, and that the other nations 
will want to accept her. I think that 
would L:emonstrate a growth of the ef
fectiveness of the treaty which I should 
hope to see. 

Mr. DONNELL. The Senator does not 
say that article !.O contains an invita
tion to any other country to enter, does 
he? 

Mr. BALDWIN. No; _1ot a direct in
vitation. Article 10 indicates that the 
door is open. 

Mr. DONNELL. In other words, the 
parties, by unanimous consent-just as 
the Senate can do ~hings by unanimous 
consent-under this treaty could do what 
the Senator suggests without that pro
vision of the treaty. That is all it indi
cates, is it not? 

Mr. BALDWIN. Yes. 
Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield for a further question? 
Mr .. BALDWIN.- I yield. 
Mr. DONNELL. Does the Senator be

l_leve that there is any certainty whatso-

ever that France would ever consent to 
Germany being integrated with the 
west under this treaty? As· bearing 
on the validity of the argument of the 
junior Senator from New York [Mr. 
DULLES] as to the great advantage of 
the treaty ·from the standpoint of the 
integration of Germany, does the Sen
ator believe, considering the history of 
France, the Alsace-Lorraine chapter and 
other chapters of the history of France 
with which the Senator is so familiar, 
that there is any certainty whatsoever 
that France would ever consent to Ger
many being integrated, within the mean:.. 
ing that she will be brought in under this 
treaty? 

Mr. BALDWIN. There is no cer
tainty; but the representatives· of 10 na
tions may say to France, "Are you going 
to continue this Alsace-Lorraine ques
tion indefinitely? Is it not time to try to 
settle it? Here is a vehicle through 
which we can do it. Is not now the time 
to get Germany in.under the treaty, and 
commit her to the provision that she, 
along with us, will take steps to prevent 
war and aggression in the Atlantic 
area?" It seems to me that is a desirable 
thing to do. The fact that 10 out of' 11 
nations are urging upon the eleventh a 
particular proposition would be a most 
helpful thing. That is one of the possi
bilities. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield. 
Mr. DONNELL. The Senator had an 

interchange with my distinguished col
league from Missouri [Mr. KEM], whom 
I am proud indeed to know is also opposed 
to the ratification of the treaty, along 
the lines that the treaty is a military 
alliance. I understand the respective 
views suggested by the two Senators. I 
ask whether the Senator from Connecti
cut was present on June 11, 1948, when 
the Vandenberg resolution was adopted 
by a vote of 64 to 4. 

Mr. BALDWIN. My recollection is 
that I was; I think my name is included' 
in the vote, as voting for it. 

Mr. DONNELL. Very well. I ask the 
Senator also whether in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD for June 11, 1948, he ob
serves at page 7805, this question by the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] : 

Still, do not those three paragraphs en
visage the possibility of some relationship 
with the so-called western union which will 
be of a military nature? 

And that on the next page the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] re
sponded: 

It envisages any arrangement which is to 
the mutual aid of any group of peace-loving 
states in whatever fashion they may conceive 
it to be to the advantage of peace and secm
rity, and our relationship to it is subject to 
our decision on the same basis in respect to 
our national security and welfare. That de
cision will have to be justified by a two
thirds vote of the United States ·senate in 
approving a treaty. 

Mr. BALDWIN. That is correct. 
Mr. DONNELL. That is a very broad 

statement that it-meaning the resolu
tion, I assume--envisages any arrange
ment which is to the mutual aid of any 
group, and so forth. 
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Now I cal! attention to page 7792 of .the 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for June 11, 1948, 
where the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan had this to say: 

Pending this blessed outcome, it is inevi
table that related questions of physical secu
rity should arise. This reimlts and has re
sUlted in immediate speculation abroad and 
at home regarding our American role in this 
collective-security base. The pending reso
lution is the responsible answer, so far as 
Congress can presently foresee. It declines 
automatically milltary a111ances. It declines 
all peacetime renewals of the old, open-ended 
lend-lease formula. It declines unilateral re
sponsib111ty for the fa.te of western Europe. 
It is none of those thlngs; it is the exact 
opposite. 

Does the Senator from Connecticut ob
serve that statement by the distinguished 
Senator from Michigan? 

Mr. BALDWIN. Yes. 
Mr. DONNELL. In con.nection with 

the presentation of the case for Senate 
Resolution 239, I wonder if the Senator 
from Connecticut recalls whether ·· the 
distinguished · Senator from Michigan, in 
addition to the response he made to the 
distinguished Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS], said anything that is in any 
sense a contradiction of his statement 
that-

It declines automatically military alliances. 

Does the Senator from Connecticut 
note that there is anything else in the 
observatione of the Senator from Michi
gan on that occasion that in any sense 
contradicts that statement? 

Mr. BALDWIN. My answer is that if 
the Senator from Missouri wishes to say 
that I see in this pact merely a military 
alliance, I suppose it is possible to say 
that it is a defensive military alliance. 
But I think what the Senator from Mich
igan meant at that particular time-and 
he went on to state other phases of the 
matter-is that what we are thinking 
about there is not that which is merely 
a military alliance alone; it is something 
more than that. 

Mr. DONNELL. It is that and more? 
Mr. BALDWIN. Yes; it is that and 

more. 
Mr. DONNELL. That and more? 
Mr. BALDWIN. Yes; that is the least 

part of it. 
Mr. DONNELL. In other words, the 

North Atlantic Treaty is a military alli
ance and more; is that the Senator's 
view? 

Mr. BALDWIN. The treaty brings to-
gether a group of nations who, in the 
event of an attack, agree to throw in 
their military resources as may be de
cided by them for the defense of the 
area. So it is a military pact and a 
highly desirable one. 

Mr. DONNELL. Does the Senator 
concede that it is a military alliance? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I think it might be 
called that in a limited sense. 

But the Senator from Michigan fur
ther said: 

It declines all peacetime renewals of the 
old, open-ended lend-lease formUla.. 

There is no commitment that we shall 
give anyone anYtliing-. I note that my 
distinguished friend has borne upon that : 
point very heavi17 throughout bis argu-

ments, but I do not .share his view as to 
that. 

The Senator from Michigan also said 
on that occasion: 

It declines un.ilateral responsibility for the 
fate of western Europe. 

It does; yes. All of us are trying to · 
get together to preserve peace in west
ern Europe, because twice in our lifetime 
we have seen what a war in western 
Europe can do to us. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a further que..;tlon? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield. 
Mr. DONNELL. Did the Senator from 

Connecticut hear the distinguished senior 
Senator from New York [Mr. IVES] read 
to the Senate earlier today a letter from 
the Honorable Henry L. Stimson? 

Mr. BALDWIN. Yes. 
Mr. DONNELL. Does the Senator 

from Connecticut recall that in the course 
of that letter Mr. Stimson said: 

Some have argued that the treaty com
mits us to military aid which we may not 
wish · to give. I cannot understand this 
argument. · We are committed, 1f we ratify 
the treaty, to a policy of self-help and mu
tual aid. This means that we shall be com
mitted to give military assistance whenever 
we honestly recognize that the common pur
pose of the treaty requires such assist~nce. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Yes. Let me say that 
one of · the common purposes of this 
treaty is our own security, our own pro
tection, our own interest in peace. When 
we see that threatened, we are going to 
take action; and we are going to take it, 
treaty or no treaty, are we not? We 
always have in the past. 

Mr. DONNELL. I would judge that 
we have, and that we shoUld take what,. 
ever action ts desirable in the interest of 
our country, but not the action under 
some set of circumstances which may 
arise in the next 20 years, and beyond 
our control, by which we shall be forced 
by contract to act, regardless of what 
our desires may be. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Let me say that I do 
not think the language of the former 
Secretary of State and former Secretary 
of War, :)Mr. Stimson, is at variance with 
anything in the treaty. 

Mr. DONNELL. I do not either. 
Mr. BALDWIN. Because he limits it 

by the proviso. 
Mr. DONNELL. Yes. In connection 

with the part of Mr. Stimson's letter 
which I have just read-

This means that we shall be committed to 
give military assistance whenever we hon
e~tly recognize that the common purpose of 
the treaty requires such assistance. 

I say, of course, we are committed. 
There can be no question about it. 
Under article 5, whenever we honestly 
find that conditions require it, we are 
required to give assistance; In addition. 
under article 3 there is a distinct, defi
nite, specific obligation that-

The parties, separately and jointly, by 
means of continuous-

ln other words, uninterrupted-
and effective self-help and mutual aid, will 
maintain and develop their · individual and 
collective capacity to resist armed attack. 

That is what article 3- says; is it not? 
Mr. BALDWIN. That is correct. · 
Mr. DONNELL. Does the Senator 

recall that in this morning's New York 
Times there is an article, which I now 
show him, in which it is said that Mos
cow accuses Italy under the pact? 

Mr. BALDWIN. Yes. 
Mr. DONNELL.. I call attention to this 

portion of the Russian note: 
· "The aggressive nature of the North At

lantic Pact,'' the Russian note said, "is ex
pressed in the extensive military measures 
that are being carried out by its participants 
for the increase of their armed forces and 
armaments, for the creation of an extensive 
network of air and naval bases, for prepara
tion to utilize atom weapons, and so forth ." 

That is what it says, is it not? 
· Mr. BALDWIN. · That is correct. 

Mr. DONNELL. I want to repeat seri
ously at this point what I have said sev
eral times-certainly once-on the floor. 

· I do not claim this is an aggressive pact; 
but I submit to the Senator and ask his 
comment on this question: Is it not thor
oughly consistent with the argument I 
made on the floor of the Senate, as best 
I could, that Russia may regard it as ag
gression_ when she sees this "creation of 
an extensive network of air and naval 
bases, for preparation to utilize atom 
weapons, and so forth," unified under the 
action of a council, and unified under 
various articles of the treaty? Is it not 
entirely probable that just what Viscount 
Grey pointed out happened between Ger
many and Italy may result, namely, that 
Russia will say, "We had better not allow 
these 12 nations to build themselves up 
with all this network, which they are tell
ing Italy now is going to be 'an extensive 
network of air and naval bases, for prep
aration to utilize atom weapons, and so 
forth'"? 

Is it not, in the Senator's opinion, 
entirely probable, whether we agree with 
her or do not agree with her, that Rus
sia, as she looks the matter over from 
her standpoint, as she sees all these ex
tensive preparations going on, sees bil
lions of dollars being expended on war 
materieL sees air bases in Norway, Den
mark, and elsewhere on down the line
is it not entirely probable that, instead 
of causing Russia to like it and say, "We 
are going to have peace on earth, good 
will toward men, from now on," Russia 
will say, "We had better protect our
selve::; , and we will build up our military 
strength to keep it at least equal with or 
perhaps greater than the strength of the 
12 nations," and thus precipitate again 
the very situation that Viscount Grey 
p0.inted out as a thing which brought 
about World War I? Does not the Sen
ator agree with that? 
. Mr. BALDWIN. I comment on that by 

simply asking, Did the Senator for one 
single moment ever think the Russians 
were going to agree to this, that they 
.were going to like it, that they were 
going to approve it? I never did. 

Mr. DONNELL. Nor did I. 
Mr. BALDWIN. I shall vote for the 

pact regardless of what the Russians 
think about it, because it is for our own 
protection. 
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Mr. DONNELL. I too shall cast my 
vote regardless of whether Russia likes 
it or not. 

Mr. BALDWIN. That is the way I feel 
about it. In the second place, the Sen
ator has talked about billions of dollars 
for defense and air bases in Norway, 
Denmark, and elsewhere. Of course, that 
may ultimately come. The treaty makes 
it possible. It opens a possible avenue 
for that, but it requires another decision 
on the part of the signatories to the 
treaty, through the Council. It requires 
another decision on the part of the Con
gress of the United States. · But it seems 
to me, if we are going to say we shall 
not take any measures for our own mu
tual protection, for instance, to keep 
France on our side, because our inten
tions may be misinterpreted, and delib
erately misinterpreted, by some nation, 
then it means we are going to lie down 
supinely and say nothing and do nothing 
for our defense, because some other coun
try may not like it. I do not think that 
has ever been the American attitude. 
We must expect, tqerefore, some criti
cism of this kind; and of course we are 
getting it. Let me say, further, that any 
nation that assumes this is a direct threat 
to them, in order to entertain that as
sumption, has got to say, "It is a direct 
threat to us, because they think we are 
going to be an aggressor." And it is a 
threat to them, if they are going to be · 
an aggressor; and that is what the treaty 
is for. That is the main purpose of it. 
So I say that Russia in her attitude is 
very well giving us cause to believe that 
she does not like this thing, because pos
sibly she had · some intentions in this 
particular area. So I do not know why 
we should not, for our own protection . 
and our own security, take action with 
other nations, while they are yet free 
to take action themselves independently, 
for our own mutual protection of the 
whole area. Perhaps we shall arrive at a 
stalemate which will make possible the 
ultimate solution of the whole thing on 
a peaceful . basis. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one final point? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield. 
Mr. DONNELL. I want to say, first, 

of course, neither the Senator nor I would 
be governed in our vote by what Russia 
wants or likes. We would be governed 
by what we think is best for the in
terests of the world and best for the in
terests of America. But I should like to 
ask the Senator whether he does not 
agree, in view of the expression by 
Russia in this morning's newspaper, that 
instead of this merely causing Russia to 
crawl into a ·corner and say, "From now 
on we are not going to do a thing in the 
world, we are going to quit military 
armament, we are not going to do any
thing toward arming ourselves,'' it is per
fectly obvious that Russia is very apt to 
take directly the contrary position, such 
as was taken by Germany and England 
before the World War, and build up her 
armaments, so that, as has resulted from 
almost if not every .military alliance 
in the history of the world, we shall 
have an arms race between contending . 

nations? Is not that perfectly reason
able to suggest? 

Mr. BALDWIN. That is reasonable to 
suppose. But the other side of the. thing 
is, if we do nothing about this, are we 
not entirely in our rights minds when 
we assume that Russia ultimately will 
move into western Europe with her 
techniques and take over all western 
Europe, build up the whole area against 
us, and leave us all alone, free and inde
pendent, in glorious isolation, and in an 
impossible position? 
· Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, will the . 
Senator yield? . 

Mr. DONNELL. · Just a minute. The 
Senator has asked me a question, wheth
er I do not agree that Russia would 
move into western Europe, if we do not 
go into this treaty. I do not agree with 
that at all. I think the United States of 
America is amply able to let the world 
know where she stands, without tying 
herself up for 20 years in the quarrels 
and difficulties and controversies of 11 
other nations. 

The final point, Mr. President, is, if 
the Senator will yield for this one final 
question-- · 

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield .. 
Mr. DONNELL. In a monograph en

titled "A Brief Study of Treaties of Al
liance," by Mr. Halford L. Hoskins, 
Senior Specialist in International Rela
tfons of the Legislative Reference Serv
ice, Library of Cqng~ess, issued in 1949, 
there appears the following stateme.nt: 

The motives and purposes that bring sov
ereign states into alliance are never uniform 
for all members of the pact. Consequently, 
one member or another of · an alliance 
formed originally for defensive purposes may 
not infrequently employ the relative security 
supplied by the joint association to pursue 
unworthy objectives which could not safely 
be undertaken from an isolated position. 

Does the Senator agree with that ob
servation? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I think that is a pos
sibility; yes. 

Mr. · KEM and Mr. NEELY addressed 
the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Connecticut yield; and if 
so, to whom? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I think the Senator 
from Missouri was on his feet first. I 
therefore yield to him. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, I ask the 
Senator from Connecticut whether he 
did not make some reference to the 
treaty between Great Britain and Russia 
in connection wlth his colloquy with the 
senior Senator from Missouri, and if so, 
what that reference was? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I understood the 
treaty between Great Britain and Russia 
was a defensive treaW as against Ger
many. That may or may not be true. 

Mr. KEM. That is, against Germany 
alone? · 

Mr. BALDWIN. I understand that to 
be the fact. It may or may not be. I 
frankly say I am not completely informed 
on the subject. 

Mr. KEM. I ask the Senator whether 
these are not provisions of that treaty 
reading from article 3 and a portio~ 
of article 4, of part 2: 

PART II 
ARTICLE ' ·nx 

( 1) The high contracting parties declare 
their desire to unite with other like-minded 
States in ·adopting proposals for common 
action to preserve peace and resist aggression 
in the postwar period. 

(2) Pending the adoption of such pro
posals, they will after the termination of 
hostilities take all the measures in their 
power to render· impossible a repetition of 
aggression an'd violation of the peace by 
Germany or any of the States associated 
with her in acts of aggression in Europe. 

ARTICLE IV ' 

Should one of the high contracting par
ties during the postwar period become in
volved in hostilities with Germany or any of 
the States mentioned in article ·III (2) in 
consequence of an attack by that State 
against that party, the other high · contract
ing party will at once give to the contract
ing party so involved in hostilities all the 
military and other support and assistance 
in his power. 

In other words, is it not true that the 
treaty is directed not against Germany 
alone, but rather against Germany or 
any of the states associated. with her 
in acts of aggression in Europe? 

Mr. BALDWIN. Yes; that is correct. 
Mr. KEM. That would include Italy; 

would it not? 
Mr. BALDWIN. That would include 

Italy; yes. 
Mr. KEM. Can the Senator be sur

prised that the Russians are rather 
restive as to their position 'when ·they 
see Great Britain, Italy, and the 'United 
States entering into a military alliance 
of a somewhat similar character? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I may say to my dis
tinguished friend, the possibility of Italy 
engaging in a war of aggression at this 
particular stage of history to me is noth
ing short of ridiculous. If the Russians 
are going to be afraid of this alliance 
because Italy is in it and Italy might 
pursue a policy of aggression against 
Russia, I think they are merely raising 
up a ghost. 

· Mr. KEM. The Senator will agree, will 
he not, that there is necessarily a com
plication when we find Great Britain to 
be in a military alliance with Russia on 
the one nand and in an alliance with 
the United States and Italy, directed 
against Russia, on the other? 

Mr. BALDWIN. The treaty between 
Great Britain and Russia is supposed to 
be a nonaggression treaty. It is sup
posed to be a treaty to promote peace. 
So is the Atlantic Pact a treaty to pro
mote peace. They have a common ob
jective. I do not see anything inconsist
ent in Great Britain's being a member 
of the -pact with Russia and also being 
in the North Atlantic Pact. As a mat
ter of fact, there is an express provision 
in the North Atlantic Pact which makes 
such a thing possible. There is a recog
nition . on the part of those who nego
tiated the Atlantic Pact and those who 
signed it that some of the nations signa
tory to it might probably have some other 
commitments in some other directions. 
To avoid possible difficulty and · mis
understanding which might arise from 
no mention of that possibilii.y, such a 
provision has been included in the treaty. 
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It seems to me· that if Great Britain 

binds herself by an agreement with Rus
sia to preserve peace, and then binds her
self by an agreement with us and other 
nations which are signatories to the pact 
to preserve peace, those two objectives 
are not entirely inconsistent. 

Mr. KEM. Is it not true that the 
North Atlantic Pact is directed against 
Russia? Certainly the speech of the 
senior Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
VANDENBERG J would lead one to believe 
that, would it not? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I would ·answer that 
Question by saying that the attitude of 
Russia has made the North Atlantic Pact 
essential for security, protection, and 
peace within the Atlantic area. It is not 
a threat to Russia. It is a treaty which 
Russia, by her conduct, has-XOade neces
sary for us to undertake for our own 
protection. . 

Mr. KEM. So it is fair to say that it is 
directed against Russia, is it not? 

Mr. BALDWIN. , I do not think so at 
all. As I said in my address, any nation 
which wants to take o:f!ense against this 
particular treaty must admit that it in
tends to be an aggressor, because the 
treaty has no application except against 
aggression. If any nation in the world 
wants to take o1f ense, it can do so, be
cause it must be thinking about or must 
have some intention of possible aggres
sion. 

Mr. KEM. Is not the Senator think
ing of Russia as a possible aggressor? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I shall answer that 
by saying that I think this pact is desir
able and necessary because of the Rus
sian attitude. It started o:fI on the 
theory that 1f we could not get every 
nation in the United Nations to reach 
unanim~ty., · then we could get certain 
members of it, a smaller group, perhaps, 
to reach unanimity. That is what is at.
tempted by this pact. 

Mr. KEM. ·The Senator does not find 
a.ny inconsistency in the fact that we are 
asked to join in a military alliance with 
Great Britain and Italy against Russia, 
despite the fact that Great Britain is al
ready in an alliance with Russia directed 
against Italy. 

Mr. BALDWIN. No; I do not find any
thing inconsistent in that, because . the 
main objective of both agreements, ap
parently, if they mean anything at all, 
if language expresses thoughts accurately 
and. correctly, as we must assume this 
language does, is to enter into a treaty 
in an effort to preserve peace, in an ef
fort to prevent aggression. Apparently 
Great Britain and Russia entered into 
their agreement for the same purpose. 
What their underlying motive may be, 
only experience can demonstrate. 

Mr. KEM. Do not diplomats some
times use language for the purpose of 
concealing thought? 

Mr. BALDWIN. Yes. I like to swim, 
but merely becaus~ some persons are 
drowned when swimming it does not 
mean that I necessarily should remain 
away from the water. Because some
times men break their agreements it does 
not mean that it is not desirable to have 
a contract in writing. The courts are 
filled with efforts to sue persons who 

iiave broken agreements. I suspect that 
in years to come there Will De treaties 
made and treaties broken. I do not think 
we can give up the whole thing, because 
in the past some treaties have been 
broken, and say they are a futile thing. 
In the past there have been some sig
nificant instances of treaties having been 
kept, and their e:f!ectiveness has been a 
great thing for the world. Unquestion
ably, one of the outstanding nations 
which have kept treaties in the past is 
the British Nation. In an effort to up
hold a treaty she has gone to war when 
the peace was threatened. On Great 
Britain's record, I would have some 
hesitancy in saying that she is going to 
break this treaty simply because of an 
agreement with Russia. 

Mr. KEM. Did not the people of the 
United States and the people of other 
countries, when we entered into a com
pact to create the United Nations, make 
it known that we and they intended to 
abandon the doctrine of the balance of 
power and the practice of forming mili
tary alliances? Did we not say to the 
world that we were entering into a new 
era? Did we not establish the United 
Nations with the intention of giving up 
those things which we had · weighed in 
the balance and found wanting? 

Mr. BALDWIN. That was our hope, 
and it still is our hope. Simply beca'lise 
we have been unable to achieve it on the 
broad basis which was first attempted 
does not mean that we shall not achieve 
it on a smaller basis. 

Mr. KEM. The Senator has been very 
patient, and I Imagine he is getting a 
little bit hungry by this time--

Mr. BALDWIN. The only thing I am 
thinking of is that perhaps other Mem
bers of the Senate would like to speak 
on this question. 

Mr. KEM. I should like to ask the 
Senator only a few more questions. Does 
not the treaty of alliance between Great 
Britain and Russia go further than a 
mere military alliance directed against 
Germany and other powers? 

Mr. BALDWIN. Does the Senator 
mean, directed against Russia? 

Mr. KEM. No. I am speaking of the 
existing alliance between Great Britain 
and Russia, and I am asking the Senator 
if it does not go further than a military 
alliance directed against Germany and 
the powers which have been associated 
with her? I invite the Senator's par
ticular attention to article 6 of the 
treaty--

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President. will the 
Senator yield for a point of order? 

Mr. KEM. I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator will state his point of order. 
Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, eight 

Senators who have not spoken on the 
subject matter of this debate are wait
ing for an opportunity to be heard. If 
speakers continue to yield for more than 
very brief questions. they will thereby 
render it impossible tor half those on the 
present wa.iting list to obtain recognition. 
The able Senator from Connecticut ex
pected to speak for 15 minutes. He has 
been on the :floor more than an houl' and 
he will be kept on his feet until midnight 
if the present procedure is continued. 

t beseech Senators who have spoken for 
hours on the pending question to refrain, 
as a matter of common courtesy, from 
consuming further time in debating their 
interruptions in order that, on this .last 
day of unlimited debate, those who have 
not yet been recognized may have a 
chance briefly to state their reasons for 
supporting or opposing the ratification 
of the very important North Atlantic 
Pact. , If this suggestion is not accepted, 
I shall, during the rest of the day, make 
a point of order against a Senator's yield
ing to anyone for any purpose other than 
that of asking a question. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, I should like 
to say to the Senator from West Vir
ginia that he is unduly concerned. I 
have no intention of continuing my in
terrogatories very much further. I may 
also say to him that I do not know to 
whom he is referring when he speaks of 
the Senators who have spoken for hours 
on this subject. I myself spoke on the 
day before yesterday for approximately 
20 minutes. As I recall, I have not 
raised my voice otherwise in this debate, 
except perhaps to ask a few questions. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, I was . 
thinking particularly of the Senator's 
distinguished colleague from Missouri 
[Mr. DONNELL], who was asking ques
tions when I came into the Chamber. I 
happen to know. that 2 or 3 days ago he 
discussed the pending question for more 
than 3 hours. He spoke w.ith his usual 
ability and sincerity. I do not mean to 
be critical of him or any other Senator. 
I am simply seeking sufficient forbear
ance from those who have been heard at 
length to enable a number of Senators 
who have long been silent to impress a 
few ·of their illuminating thoughts upon 
the jmperishable pages of the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will rule out of order further dis
cussion of this matter. The Chair is 
quite sympathetic with the request made 
by the Senator from West Virginia, and, 
after this argument .. the Chair will give 
notice that the strict rules of parliamen
tary procedure shall prevail in the re
maining discussion, so long as the pres
ent occupant of the chair shall preside. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. President, I had 
a prepared address which required ap
proximately 15 minutes. I started to 
speak, as I recall, at approximately 20 
minutes of 1. It is now 2 o'clock. So I 
have occupied the fioor an hour and a 
half. That does not seem to me to be an 
unusually long time. On prior occasions 
I have asked one or two questions, and I 
assumed the Senator would have an op
portunity to address himself to this sub
ject. I was scheduled to speak yester
day, and my address was prepared. It 
was unfortunate that we had to adjourn 
immediately after meeting. There cer
tainly was no effort on ·my part, or on 
the part of either one of the Senators 
from Missouri, unnecessarily to prolong 
the debate. I should like to submit that 
I have noted that on each occasion when 
the colloquy was continued it was in
spired by what seemed to me to be a per
fectly proper question. 

I can understand the apprehension 
of my distinguished friend from West 
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Virginia, but I have heard ·him make some 
lengthly speeches on this :fioor, incident
ally some very good and entertaining 
ones. I shall bring my remarks to an 
enj just as quickly as I can. If a Sen
ator asks me a question, I feel in duty 
bound to attempt to answer it. 
. Mr. NEELY. Mr. President--

The PRESIDING . OFFICER. The 
Chair has ruled out of order any further 
discussion. The Chair desires to make it 
clear that he is not criticizing any Sen
ator, but he has been handed by the 
Minority Leader a list of eight additional 
Senators, one ofwhom"by.the way,-is·the 
Senator from West Virginia; who .have 
expressed -a desire to be heard on the 
pending matter. Therefore, without 
criticism of any Senator, the Chair, so 
long as the present occupant continues 
to preside, will strictly enforce the rule, 
upon the conclusion of the . address of, 
the Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. BALDWIN. The Chair is abso ... 
lutely correct. . 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the 
Senator .. from Connecticut yield? 

Mr. BALDWIN . . I yield for a question. 
. Mr. KEM. . I should like to ask the 
Senator if article 6 of the treaty be
tween Great Britain and Russia does not 
contain this provision: 
· The High Contracting Parties agree to 
render one another all possible economic 
assistance after the war. 

Mr. BALDWIN. It does ·contain that 
prov1s1on. I think it shou~d app~ar in 
the RECORD that that treaty was c·on
cluded on the 26th day of May 1942; 
when Great Britain was having an ex
tremely difficult time to protect and de
f end herself. 

Mr. KEM. Will the Senator tell us 
the length of time contemplated by the 
treaty? 

Mr. BALDWIN~ That I do not know. 
I have not examined it as to that de
tail. 

Mr. KEM. Is not this the provision in 
that regard: 

Part IT of the present Treaty shall remain 
1n force for a period of 20 years. There
after, unless 12 months' notice has been 
given by either party to terminate the treaty 
at the end of the said period of 20 years, 
1t shall continue in force until 12 months 
after either high contracting party shall 
have given notice to the other in writing of 
his intention to terminate it. 

Mr. BALDWIN. That is the provision 
of the treaty. 

Mr. KEM. Then I should like to ask 
the Senator whether he will be kind 
enough to examine the address of the 
Right Honorable Ernest Bevin, Secretary 
of State for Foreign Affairs of the United 
Kingdom, on April 4, 1949, at the time 
of the execution of the North Atlantic 
Treaty, and with particular reference to 
the portion to which I now invite his at
tion. Will the Senator be kind enough 
to read that into the RECORD? 

Mr. BALDWIN. It reads: 
Although this pact is called the Atlantic 

Pact and is defined as covering the Atlantic 
area, I must repeat what I stated recently in 
the British House of Commons, that it does 
not minimize either our interest in or de
termination to support others not included 

1n this pact, with whom we have had long 
years of friendship and alliances. 

Let me say to the Senator from Mis
souri, in answer to his question, that it 
seems to me that there is an express 
provision in the pact itself which admits 
of this particular language and this par
ticular thought, because, of necessity; 
when these nations sign this pact, they 
must recognize such obligations as they 
were under by prior agreements with 
other nations; and this is an express pro
vision to take care of that. 
. Mr. · KEM. - The--Senator interprets 
that language -to mean that Mr. Be:vin 
recognized ·that? 

Mr: BALDWIN. 'Yes, and I think he 
should. In other words, that ·simply 
says, to me, that the signing of the At~ 
Iantic Pact does not ipso facto terminate 
every other -agreement we might- · have 
with a:ny other natien in the world. · 
, Mr. KEM. I thank the- 1Senator •from 
Connecticut ·for his ·· courtesY', ·and the 
Senator-from· West Virginia for his -for
bearance. 
. Mr. HUMPHREY obtained the :fioor . . 
, Mr. DULLES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield · for · an insertion · in the 
RECORD'1 

Mr. HUMPHREY:. I shall be glad· to 
yield for the purpose of an insertion, so 
long as I do not lose my right to the :fioor. 

Mr. DULLES. Mr. President, I have 
prepared a... brief memorandum dealing 
with the question of the relationship be-: 
tween the North Atlantic, Treaty and the 
treaties whlch were .made by the United 
Kingdom and by France with the Soviet 
Union. I ask unanimous consent to have 
the memorandum inserted in the RECORD 
at this point. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. As a 
part of the Senator's remarks? 

Mr. DULLES. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, consent is grante.d. 
The memorandum is as follows: 
some of the opponents of the North At

lantic Treaty call our attention to the trea
ties of alliance which Great Britain and 
France made with the Soviet Union during 
the course of the war against Germany. 
These treaties provided for joint prosecution 
of the war, for cooperation with others for 
peace, and they provided also that the 
parties "will not conclude any alliance and 
not take part in any coalition" directed 
against the other, 

It is argued that this last clause means 
that Britain and France are now precluded 
from any collective action to resist armed 
attack by Russia. If they themselves are 
attacked, each, it is contended, must defend 
alone, because tO have allies would involve 
a "coalition" against Russia. I! others are 
attacked, they must sit idly by for, to join 
in collective defense, would involve a "coali
tion." 

It should not easily be assumed that Great 
Britain and France have bound themselves 
to results both so immoral and suicidal. 
There is, in fact, no warrant for these con
clusions. 

The argument that Britain and France are 
now precluded from participating in organ
ized self-defense against Russia ignores the 
fact that the right of individual and col
lective self-defense is an inherent right. It 
is not a right that needs to be expressly re
served, it is not a right that can be waived 
by implication, and it is doubtful 1f it ca:g. 
be waived at all. 

That is the position that.the United States 
has heretofore taken. When. we negotiated 
the Kellogg-Briand Pact for the renunciation 
Of war as an instrument of national policy, 
we did not think it necessary to write into 
the text of the pact a reservation of the right 
to fight in self-defense if attacked. Our 
view was that that. inherent right of self
defense was not waived by the general and 
al~-inclusive renunciation of the covenant. 
When we waged war against Japan, Germany, 
and Italy we were textually violating the 
Kellogg-~riand Pact. But we were exercis
ing an inherent ·right of self..tdefense that 
in our opinion the pact had not waived. 
· -If the Unite'd" States felt it 'unnecessary, 
in, the.Kellogg-Briand •P.act, to spell out -the 
inherent .right of.' self-defense, it was ha1·dly 
to ~e expected tb,at .such a ref!er¥ation, with 
i,ts puplic imp~ic_ation of distrust,. !'/OU_ld have 
been spelled out in treaties made by allies 
who . at the time were fighting together des
perately a wat"for survival. That would have 
been highly inappropriate and it was un.; 
necessary because the right, being inherent; 

. did .not ne.ed . .to ·be· spelled out. · 
Whet?- .it came:. to . . draw-ing up .the United

~ations. Charter,_ ~he _,United -States- ·del~ga
tion thought it useful to have all the parties 
recognize by the Charter that individual 
and collective· self-defense was an ihlierent 
r-ight, not waived by such· unqualified lan-: 
guage-as the provisions of article 2 (4) of the 
Charter, requiring all the members to "re-· 
frain . ~ • . • , from the threat or use Of· 
force." The recognition of the inherent na
~ure of the right of .individual and collective 
self-defense was contained in article 51 Of the 
Charter. 

The Soviet Union, by becoming a party to' 
th'e Chai'ter, has unreservedly accepted the 
view that there is an inherent right of col-· 
lective self-defense, -and it has acted accord
ingly. It has itself· · made a network of
so-called "defensive" pacts which would cer
tainly involve a "coalition" against Britain 
or France should either attack Russia or one 
of its satellites. Obviously, it does not con
sider that such collective defense arrange
ments violate its treaty with England er 
France. 
. In March of last year both the United 
Kingdom and France joined with Belgium, 
the Netherlands, and Luxemburg in a treaty 
for collective self-defense under article 51 of 
the Charter of the United Nations. They 
bound· themselves to give "all the military 
and other aid and assistance 1n their power" 
in the event that, for example, the Soviet 
Union should attack the Netherlands or Bel
gium. I am informed by the Department of 
State that, so far as it is aware, the Soviet 
Union has never suggested that that arrange_
ment violated the war treaties of Great 
Britain or France with the Soviet Union. 

The Soviet Union has taken the same posi
tion as regards .the North Atlantic Treaty. 
It does not challenge the right of Britain 
and France to enter into collective arrange
ments that are defensive. It does assert
indeed, it reasserted yesterday-that the 
North Atlantic Pact is "a military grouping 
of states which is of an aggressive nature 
and directed against the Soviet Union and 
countries of the Peoples' Democracy." 

The issue ts thus very simple. If the 
North Atlantic Treaty is, as it purports to be, 
an arrangement . for collective self-defense, 
then it is not inconsistent with the French 
and British treaties. Even the Soviet Union 
does not make that claim. Only if the North 
Atlantic Treaty is an "aggressive" or "offen
sive" arrangement would it violate those 
treaties, and in that event it would equally 
violate the Charter of the United Nations 
and the obligations of the United States 
under it. 

The argument against the North Atlantic 
Treaty, based upon the British and French 
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treaties with Russia, is not a new and in
dependent argument. It is ·the old argu
ment, dressed hi new clothes, that the North 
Atlantic Treaty is not· in reality a defense 
arrangement made in pursuance· of the in
herent right of collective self-defense. 

It should also be noted thit 1f the British 
and French treaties had, in fact, bound 
the signatories to neutrality in the event 
that one of them engaged in armed aggres
sion, that undertaking would have been 
abrogated by the United Nations Charter. 
The basic theory of that Charter is that there 
1s no more neutrality as against aggression, 
and that the members have the duty, and 
under certain circumstances, the obliga
tion, to act to resist aggression. 

That Charter could not w·ork if three of 
the five so-called great powers had a private 
arrangement among themselves to stay neu
tral so that one of them could more safely 
attack others. Such an arrangement would 
be violative of the international morality 
and public policy established by the United 
Nations Charter and it would have been ab
rogated by article 103 of the Charter which 
provides that "In the event of a conflict be
tween the obligations of the Members of the 
United Nations ·under the present Charter 
·a!ld their ob~igations . under any other in
ternational agreement, their obligations uri-

'der the present Charter shall prevail." 
The argument that the United Kingdom 

·and France are disqualified by wartime trea
ties with Russia from participating in col
lective self-defense is so bereft of merit that 
it illustrates the hi:trd plight of those who 
feel they must conj_ure up ar;guments against 
the North Atlantic Treaty. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
·do not intend to take a great deal of the 
time of the Senate. However, I do wish 
to indicate my support of the North 
Atlantic Treaty. I wish to join with my 
distinguished colleagues in this body who 
have already pledged their unqualified 
support of the North Atlantic Treaty. A 
careful examination of its provisions has 
convinced me that this treaty, now 
awaiting ratification, clearly falls within 
the fraJDework of the Charter of the 
United Nations. Equally important is 
the fact that if its provisions are carried 
out in good faith by all concerned this 
pact can indeed be the most important 
force in modern hiStory on behalf of 
peace and justice for all the peoples of 
the world within the framework of the 
United Nations. 

The heart of the treaty is article 5, 
which is based upon the right of indi
vidual or collective self-defense, as rec
ognized under article 51 of the Charter 
of the United Nations. Article 5 of the 
pact further provides that any measure 
so taken shall immediately be reported 

· to the Security Council, and that such 
measures shall be terminated "when the 
Security Council has taken the measures 
necessary to restore and maintain inter
national peace and security." 

Thus, the signatories of the Atlantic 
Pact exercise the right of collective self
def ense under the Charter of the United 
Nations; and in harmony witl\ that 
Gharter, they will terminate these meas
ures of self-defense when the Security 
Council takes over and does the job. 

Mr. President, I submit that not only 
is this treaty within the framework of the 
United Nations Charter, but it operates 
to give that organization the strength 
and support which it so sorely needs at the 
present time. 

Article 7 is a further recognition of the 
priority of ·the United Nations by pro
Viding that the treaty does not affect 
and shall not be interpreted as affecting 
in any way· the rights and obligations of 
United Nations members under the Char
ter, or the primary responsibility of the 
Security Council in the maintenance of 
international peace and security. 

In view of the foregoing, no peaceful 
nation need have any fear with respect 
to either the intentions of the signatories 
of the pact or its effect upon the United 
Nations. This treaty is calculated to 
add stability to a portion of the world; 
and we must never forget that in a world 
in which all are so gravely affected by 
events which occur in any particular part 
thereof, any measures which tend to and 
actually do increase the stability in one 
part of the world, should add to the sta
bility of the whole. 

We are all aware, Mr. President, that 
the effect of any engagement among na
tions is determined as much by the man
ner in which it is carried out, as by the 
wording of the agreement. The drafters 
of the pact have brought it clearly within 
the framework of the Charter of the 
United Nations. Whether or not, in ac
tual operation, it will strengthen or weak
en the United Nations, depends largely 
upon the manner in which it is carried 
out. It would be impossible for the 
drafters of the language of the pact to 
foresee every contingency which may 
arise. Its future is dependent largely 
upon the good faith of its signatories, 
and above all, upon the intentions and 
actions of the United States. 

Thus, it is of the utmost importance 
that the signatories to the pact do not 
consider themselves as members of an 
exclusive group, honor-bound not to 
criticize publicly actions of other signa
tories which contravene either the letter 
or the spirit of the Charter of the United 
Nations. Such action would not only re
sult in a failure of the pact to strengthen 
the United Nations, but might well tend 
so to weaken that organization as se
riously to impair its effectiveness. 

Therefore, I take it that it is the in
tention of our Government-and I have 
come to this conclusion after a careful 
reading of the report of the Foreign Re
lations Committee-as well as that of the 
other signatories, to be ever watchful that 
the United Nations obligations of all con
cerned are faithfully fulfilled at all times. 
Thus, Mr. President, I feel justified in 
assuming that our Government will be 
equally severe with respect to signatories 
and nonsignatories of the pact who fol
low a policy inimical to the United Na
tions. In this connection, I should like 
to emphasize that our Government must 
be ever watchful to prevent the birth of 
a system of consultation which would 
rival the United Nations Security Coun
cil or the Assembly. Article 7 of the pact 
reassures all members of the United Na
tions that the United Nations comes first 
in the international system and that the 
Security Council has the primary respon
sibility for the ·matntenance of interna
tional peace and security. 

Mr. President, twice in our lifetime 
American men and American women 
have fought in western Europe in order 

,to safeguard the independence of those 
nations whose institutions· and whose 
citizens played such ·an important role 
in the founding of our Republic. We 
emerged victoriously from battle only ·to 
see our dream of a just and peaceful 
world shattered after World War I be
cause of our failure to unite in a prac
tical policy designed to achieve those 
of a just and enduring peace. I refer 
Mr. President, to our ranure to join the 
League of Nations. I refer to our fail
ure to join with France and England in 
a treaty after the end of World War I, 
a treaty which was offered, but which 
we turned aside. Today, after World 
War II, the achievement of a free world 
and a just and enduring peace hangs in 
the balance. 

··.ve cannot afford to risk another · 
world conflagration as a result of our 
default in failing to provide a positive 
policy and the necessary leadership and 
initiative by which to effectuate that 
policy. History has taught us the bitter 
lesson that a policy of containment alone · 
is sheer folly in the modern world. · The 
policy of containment is at best a stop
gap temporary measure which has af
forded us time to muster our forces and 
properly to appraise the troubled world 
situation in which we find ourselves. 
Containment is not enough. Contain
ment is defensive. The time has arrived 
for the diplomacy of democracy to move 
on to the offensive. The principles of 
democracy are universal; they apply to 
all people. The moral obligations of the 
Charter of the United Nations compel 
us to recognize the oneness of humanity 
and the living fact of one world. We 
can.not write off the liberties of those 
who have been victimized by the enslave
ment of totalitarianism. Merely to 
contain the aggressive power and the 
imperialistic ambitions of those who 
would engulf the world with their totali- / 
tarian ideology is to default on our re
sponsibilities for achieving the goal of a 
world based upon law and order, and the 
realization of a just and enduring peace. 
Yes, it is time that the foreign policy · of 
this Nation be geared to the achievement 
of resp~ct for human rights and interna
tional order as required by the obligation 
of the Charter of the United Nations. 
We have had the beginnings of such a 
policy in the Voice of America, and the 
United Nations International Children's 
Emergency Fund, in the International 
Refugee Organization and the other 
United Nations organizations. These 
efforts have proved their effectiveness. 
The expansion and development of this 
positive democratic world policy is un
derwritten and guarded by the ratifica
tion of the North Atlantic Pact. 

In other words, Mr. President, before 
the foreign policy of this Nation, or be
fore the objectives and the ideals of the 
policy of the United Nations would be 
effectuated we must be sure of our 
ground, _we must be sure in the realiza
tion that our strength is properly or
ganized so as to assure our defense 
against any potential aggressor or any 
force that would stop the march of the 
humanitarian principles which are em
bodied in the Charter of the United Na
tions, and which are the foundation of 
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the foreign policy of the United States. 
A positive foreign policy that places us 
on the offensive is only possible when we 
are sure of our ground and secure in 
the knowledge of overwhelming power 
and defensive strength. The American 
spirit and tradition of progress and 
growth of freedom and opportunity com
pel us to move forward from a defensive 
policy of containment into the diplo
matic offensive of democratic, humani
tarian emancipation. 

I make this reference to contain
ment, because I am afraid that some
how or other we are getting ourselves 
into the frame of mind that we can 
write off a certain section of the world 
as belonging under the sphere of in
fluence of someone else. Frankly, Mr. 
President, that means two worlds. It 
is my humble opinion, though it may be 
a very idealistic opinion, that in the 
great struggle which is now going on 
in the postwar era we have to resolve 
that the freedom of the people of Po
land is important, the freedom of the 
·people of Czechoslovakia is important, 
the freedom of the peoples of the Bal
kans and of Central Europe is important. 
The freedom of all people everywhere is 
essential to the peace of the world. Yes, 
this is a vital part of the moral obliga
tions of our commitments to the Charter 
of the United Nations and to our belief, 
ou:· sincere belief, in democratic princi
ples. 

Mr. President, I look upon the North 
Atlantic Pact as one of the steps that 
gives us an opportunity to be sure of 
our strength, confident in our power to 
be able to carry forward by these peace
time means a type of democratic diplo
matic offensive which I believe we long 
ago well ought to have undertaken. As 
we enter into that kind of a diplomatic 
offensive we will find that we are doing 
great good for the cause of an enduring 
peace. 

We can no longer afford to have our 
foreign policy made in Moscow. We 
must take affirmative action designed to 
insure collective security based upon 
peace and justice. We can no longer 
afford to have a foreign policy which has 
more or less the aspects of a fire depart
ment merely putting out the conflagra
tion. We must take affirmative action 
designed to assure collective security 
based upon peace and justice. We must, 
bY our own actions, our own example, 
our own policies here and abroad, .con
tribute to the formulation of a world 
order that is not subject to the -outbursts 
of violence, war, and depression. We 
must seek the loyalty of people the world 
over to the eternal truths of the demo
cratic faith. We must reassure those 
who already have accepted democratic 
principles that we join with them in their 
defense and their future. 

Mr. President, I may say, digressing 
for a moment, that during the 1930's 
some of the people in Europe w}lo are to
day most critical of this type of an all1-
.anc.e, or pact, were the very people who 
were proposing a similar type of alli
ance or pact against the aggressive forces, 
the totalitarian forces, of nazism. They 
were the very same people. I recall that 
in the 1930's the distinguished represent-

ative of the Soviets in this country, Max
im Litvinov, was saying to the world, 
"What we need is collective security." 
That was collective security against the 
menace of the totalitarian, barbarian 
philosophy of nazism. At least in my 
mind, nazism and communism, in their 
materialistic and totalitarian aspects, 
·are twin brothers. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. TAYLOR. The Senator says that 

they were asking for alliances at that 
time. However, it is true, is it not, that 
there was no United Nations at that time? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is true that 
there was a League of Nations at that 
time. It is to the eternal discredit of 
this country that we were not a part of 
the League of Nations, but there was the 
Leagu·e of Nations, and the League of 
Nations proved its ineffectiveness, be
cause the major power of the world was 
outside its scope. What I think is im
portant to recognize is that as early as 
1933, 1934, and shortly after 1937, the 
political leaders of the world realized that 
the only way there could be peace against 
any type of aggressive power, wherever 
that power might be, was for those who 
wanted to live in peace to be joined to
gether by bonds and commitments, so 
as to have a clear understanding in the 
minds of the people of the world that 
freedom-loving people would not be 
pushed around, but would stand together 
in any crisis. I believe it has been proved 
quite clearly that one of the reasons that 
Hitler was able to accomplish some of 
his evil ends was that there was disunity 
in the ranks of the people who wanted 
an opportunity to grow and develop as 
free people. They tried to stand one by 
one, alone, feeling that somehow or other, 
without antagonizing an aggressive, im
perialistic power, they could bring them
selves into favor and be spared. Surely 
we have not forgotten those lessons. 

We can no longer afford to wait until 
the enemies of world peace take action. 
The folly of such a :>olicy was made 
abundantly clear by the actions of the 
Nazis preceding World War II. 

Throughout our entire history we have 
been among the leading isolationist na
tions of the world, due partly to our geo
graphic and economic position. Within 
the past :8 years we have undergone a 
historical transformation which is of the 
greatest significance. It began with the 
Lend-Lease Act in 1941, passed with 
strong congressional approval, and was 
followed shortly thereafter by the an
nouncement of the Atlantic Charter. In 
1945 we arrived at the culmination of the 
first part of our transformation when 
we became a signatory to the Charter of 
the United Nations, together with 46 
other nations. 

The events of the past few years have 
demonstrated beyond any question that 
the security of the United States is de
pendent upon the security of all mem
bers of the United Nations. A confla
gration in any one part of the ·world can, 
and probably would, rapidly embroil us. 
We can no longer turn our backs. Our 
adheFence to the principles of the ·united 
Nations Charter as well as to the Atlantic 

Pact is· not based upon any do~good 
policy. It is not a matter of being a 
good Samaritan. It is based upon cold 
fact and the records._ of history, which 
show that our whole security is vitally 
bound up in the security of other na
tions in the world., particularly the na
tions of western Europe who are signa
tories to the North Atlantic Treaty. The 
well-being and the very existence of 
every American-man, woman, and 
child-is dependent upon the existence 
of peace and security throughout the 
world. To be sure, there are those who 
feel that all we should do is to build our 
own def ens es. 

I submit that the nations in the North 
Atlantic Treaty represent approximately 
300,900,000 people with a common de
termination, common purposes, and 
common objectives. Surely they stand 
a much better chance ~o live · and grow 
and maintain their independence under 
this treaty than would individual nations 
standing individually against the will 
and power of a potential aggressor. r 

That, Mr. President, is the basic phi
losophy which underlies the European 
recovery program _ and which finds its 
next step in the North Atlantic Treaty. 

Because of our great economic and 
physical strength, we have fallen heir 
to world leadership. That leadership is 
a sacred trust which we cannot afford 
to ignore. It is not a matter of whether 
we like it or not. The facts of history 
place us in a position of world leader
ship. Since the termination Of World 
War II we have assumed a tremendous 
burden, but if by so doing, we are able 
to assist in the maintenance of world 
peace, it is certainly worth while. 

Those who denounce the Atlantic Pact 
on the ground that it may lead us into 
war are ignoring a basic historical fact
that if any of the signatories to the 
pact were attacked today, we would be 
forced to assist that nation-not be
cause we are particularly interested in 
the welfare of that nation or any other 
nation alone, but for the selfish and 
practical reason that our own security 
and welfare would be at stake. 

Mr. President, the United Nations is 
the cornerstone of American foreign 
policy. I am one of those who believe 
that the United Nations has done re
markably well in its task of maintain
ing world peace and security by taking 
steps to remove the causes of tension 
and unrest. The United Nations is 
predicated on the proposition that there 
will be free and independent nations. 
The North Atlantic Pact is designed· to 
protect the freed om and independence 
of nations. The United Nations would 
be a meaningless instrumentality if it 

. were .only ~ respectable facade, cover

. ing, or cloak for a great power to make 
stooges or satellites of the other na
tions. During its short existence the 
United Nations has prevented large
scale war in many trouble spots of t~ 
world. After the Atlantic Pact is rati
fied, I hope to take the time of this body 
at some distant date to review the work 
accomplished by the United Nations 
since its inception. 

! 'support the Atlantic Pact because I 
belleve· that legally and· morally it is 

:' 1.,. 
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in harmony with the obligations of the 
United Nations Charter and because it 
serves as notice to the world that the 
Government of the United States will 
be ever vigilant · to lend its strength and 
support to the end that all freedom
loving nations will be able to live to
gether in a peaceful world in accordance 
with the principles of the Charter of 
the United Nations. 

As one of that group of Senators who 
considers the United Nations to be a vital 
part of American foreign policy, I shall 
be ever vigilant in cooperating with the 
Executive or criticizing the Executive to 
the end that the foreign policy of this 
country wholeheartedly support the 
United Nations. I shall vote for ratifica
tion and support the North Atlantic ·Pact. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, with 
reference to what has just been said by 
the distinguished Senator from Minne-. 
sota, it is a little late to criticize after 
the horse is out of the barn, so to speak. 

It is my intention to. try to demon
strate that the formulation of our foreign 
policy and the .manner of its presentation 
to the United States Senate has not been 
forthright, open, and aboveboard. In 
fact, if I am any judge, it has been secre
tive and devious to such an extent as to 
border on being downright dishonest. 

Frankly, I am going to ·make an emo
tional appeal to the Senate. More par
ticularly, I am going to appeal to a spe
cific emotion-indeed, one that is gen
erally not thought of as being a most 
worthy emotion. · I am going to appeal 
.to the jealousy of the Senate. In some 
circumstances jealousy can be a very 
unworthy emotion; probably it is gen
erally thought of as such. · But there are 
times when jealousy is very much in 
order. The Scriptures tell us of a jealous 
God-a God jealous of his prerogatives 
and his domain. I think that it is very 
necessary that the Senate should be 
jealous of its rights and prerogatives 
which are bestowed upon us by the Con
stitution. We should not relinquish 
them without the most profound con
sideration, if at all. We certainly should 
stand up and fight if it becomes apparent 
that our prerogatives are being circum
scribed or diminished or whittled away 
in a piecemeal manner calculated not to 
arouse our suspicions or resentment until 
the deed is accomplished. 

I feel that it is the right of the Senate 
to legislate in an atmosphere free from 
alarms artificially created. I submit that 
the Senate has been subjected to such 
dangerous and unfair tactics as artifici
ally created crises calculated to affect. the 
outcome of legislation before the Senate 
at a given moment. It is my argument 
·that the Senate is entitled to a straight
forward exposition by the executive de
partment and the Senat~ leaqers relative 
to -any piece of legislation or· any· treaty 
or agreement presented to the Sen~te for 
its consideration. I do not believe that 
we have always been accorded the forth
right presentation of the facts and given 
the information necessary if we are to 
legislate intelligently. I believe this. to 
be especially and increasingly . true of 
recent years. I do npt .believe the Senate 
should ·be imposed upon by having. mat
ters presented to it, particularly treaties 
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· for .. its ratification, in such manner and 
under. such circumstances that we are 

·really precluded from exercising our hon
est judgment, but are placed under great 
pressure to ratify, without' real freedom 
of ~hoice, what should be very contro
versial propositions, lest our refusal to 
pass the legislation or give our consent 
and advice to a treaty might embarrass 
our policy makers and the Nation. In 
other words, Mr. President, I feel that 
we should call a halt here and now to 
the practice of presenting grave and im
portant matters to the Senate in the 
nature of a fait accom.pli. I call upon 
the Senate to bring an end here and now 
to these evil and undemocratic practices 
which are depriving the Senate of its 
right .to function as a truly deliberative 
body, which in my judgment it was most 
certainly intended to be according to the 
will of.our founding fathers as set forth 
in the Constitution. 

Mr. President, how can the Senate 
have confidence, how can the American 
·people have any confidence in those who 
formulate our foreign .t)olicy when one of 
our most able and high-placed experts 
on foreign affairs comes before the Sen
ate and as a newly appointed Member 
of this body, frankly tells us that during 
the course of the recent Paris conference, 
serious consideration was given to the 
question of whether or-'not our repre-

,sentatives should refuse to negotiate in 
good faith with the representatives of the 
·other great world power, even though the 
most stupid person realizes that world 
peace-and possibly the question of 
whether mankind is to survive on this 
earth-depends upon whether these two 
great powers can find some basis of 
agreement. Here are the words of the 
junior Senator from New York: 

At Paris last month there was some dis· 
cussion as to whether to accept at all the 
Soviet proffered truce and to resume, even 
on a tentative basis, Four Power consulta
tions. The reason was that some feared 
any relaxation of east-west tension would 
bring a corresponding relaxation on the part 
of the American people, and therefore they 
needed to be kept artificially. alarmed. 

While the Senator from New York 
states that it was finally decided to ne
gotiate, and to depend upon the ·good 
judgment of the American people to 
keep themselves properly alarmed and 
alerted, nevertheless I am convinced 
that this business of withholding the 
truth and artificially creating hysteria 
and hatred has been indulged in in the 
.past. Remember, Mr. President, · when 
this deceit is practiced, it is not only the 
common people of America who are be
ing fooled; it is also the Senate of the 
United States. Most of us are not mem
bers of the Foreign Relations Commit
tee. The only sources of information we 
have are those available to the generaf 
public-'-stories and editorials in maga
Zines and the press, which are gen
erally bitterly anti-Russb .. n. I think it 
would be wise, Mr. President, and ad
visable, if the party or parties who ad
vanced this totalitarian and undemo
cratic idea at Paris should be named and 
relieved of further responsibility in con
nection with the formulation or imp le-

. mentation of our foreign policy. -Unless 
and until that is done, I ~~o not see how 

any American citizen or any Member of 
this body can have any confidence that 
he is not being deceived and hoaxed with 
cruel crises and misleading propaganda 
synthetically created and propagated in 
the insidious and wicked fashion of Jo-
seph Goebbels. . 

Mr. President, we shall now explore 
the genesis and origin, the given reasons 
and the stated -excuses of and for the 
treaty we now have before us. 

In his speech presenting the North 
Atlantic Pact to the Senate, the distin
guished former chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee, the senior Senator 
from Michigan, had this to say: 

When the Senate, by a vote of 64 to 4 on 
June 11, 1948, adopted Senate Resolution 
239, I believe it proposed the wisest and the 
safest peace procedures available to us and 
to western civilization. 

It advised the President of the United 
States to strive toward strengthening the 
sinews of the United Nations in behalf of 
the collective peace and fellowship to which 
we rededicated our· hearts and hopes. In 
particular, we advised him to seek regional 
and collective arrangements and to associate 
with them, in behalf of individual and col
lective self-defense through self-help and 
mutual aid against armed aggression. 
. The President has acted upon the Senate's 
all but unanimous advice. He has sent us 
precisely that for which we asked-and in 
the tailoring of which we have had a con
stant hand. Indeed I would not know what 
it was I was asking for on that historic day 
last June if this pact is not it. • • • 
(CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, July 6, 1949, p. 8897.) 

· Here, Mr. President, the distinguished, 
able, very eloquent, and persuasive Sen
ator from Michigan tells us that this pact 
is exactly what we asked for. ·He says 
we asked for it in Senate Resolution 239. 
So, Mr. President, let us go back to Sen
ate Resolution 239 and see where it came 
from and what were its beginnings. Let 
us ref er to debate in the Senate on that 
resolution and see what the then chair:. 
man of the Foreign Relations Commit
tee, the same senior Senator from Mfohi
gan, had to say about the resolution 
which he contends is the parent of the 
'treaty now before us. Here is what he 
had to say at that .time: 

What are the necessities which this reso
lution is undertaking to answer? The first 
necessity is this: Recognizing the indispen
sability of the United Nations as the key to 
collective security, many Senators have ear
nestly joined in numerous Senate resolu
tions proposing new United Nations patterns 
·for a surer collective warrant of just and 
dependable peace. It is to their everlasting 
credit that they have thus sought to stimu-
1ate more effective relationships in pursuit of 
dependable peace for freemen in a free· world. 

The Foreign Relations Committee has been 
unwilling to bury these suggestions from so 
many of our Senators in a "deep freeze." It 
has sought, instead, a simple, forthright 
declaration to bespeak the essence of all 
these varying views and to find a common 
denominator which can hopefully represent 
the united opinion and recommendation of 
the Senate. We believe the pending resolu
tion is today's best answer to this need . . 
· The second necessity which we have con
fronted in this .connection, Mr. President, ls 
this: Up and down this peace-loving, . peace
living land, which harbors no thought of 
conquest against any other power on earth, 
our people have looked with singular anxiety 
upon the often unhappy vicissitudes of the 
scarred United Nations, too often stranded 



97SO CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE JULY 20 

on the veto rocks. They have groped for 
light wi1th a sense of frustration . a.mid 'a 
confusion of well-meaning advice. It is a 
tribute to their instinct that the· infirmities 
of the United, Nations have served only to 
intensify th.ek zeal in its behalf. It is a 
tribute to their wisdom that they sense its 
fundamental utility as the only base upon 
which to build the hopes by which we live. 
They are entitled to the practical encourage
ment which this resolution provides. (CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD, June 11, 1948, p. 7791.) 

Here we have it, Mr. President. The 
American people love the United Nation·s. 
They want it to succeed. They are to be 
commended for their wisdom in support
ing the UN, and so forth. 

That feeling on the part of the people 
that the UN was our best hope of peace 
must have percolated up to their· Sena
tors because, on June 11, 1948, in dis
cussing Senate Resolution 239, the able 
Senator from Michigan tells us that that 
resolution was the result of the desire 
on the part of the Foreign Relations 
Committee to take heed of the fact that 
"many Senators have earnestly joined in 
numerous Senate resolutions proposing 
new United Nations patterns for a surer 
collective warrant of just and dependable 
peace." 

So we have to go back, Mr. President, 
and examine the resolutions which the 
distinguished Senator from Michigan 
assures us were the foundation and 
beginning of Senate Resolution 239. 

As early as the fall of 1945, I became 
convinced of the inadequacy of the 
United Nations to cope with the prob
lems of an atomic world, and on Octo
ber 24, 1945, I introduced Senate Reso-· 
Iu.tion 183 asking the Congress to join 
1n calling upon the President to 
strengthen the United Nations to the 
point where it could be transformed into 
a federal world government. I ask to 
have a copy of that resolution printed 
at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD,. as follows: 

Whereas the atomic bomb and other new 
and terrible instruments of warfare make it 
possible that most of mankind and civiliza
tion itself may be destroyed should the world 
become involved in another war; and 
· Whereas even before the soldiers of th.is 
.war have returned to their homes another 
race between nations is already under way . 
.to train ever greater armies and to produce 
more scientifically diabolical weapons in the 
largest possible numbers; and 

Whereas we believe that not only the peo
ple of the United States but an overwhelrn
}.ng majority of all people in all countries 
are sickened by wars, senseless slaughter, and 
the burdens of great military establishments 
e.nd crave only peace: Now, there.fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate of the United 
States hereby calls upon the delegates of 
the United States of America to the United 
Nations Organization prayerfully and ear
nestly to redouble their efforts to secure 
world-wide agreement to--

Limit and reduce immediately and even
tually to .abolish armaments, outlaw military 
training and conscription except for such po
lice forces as the Security Council of the 
United Nations Organization may deem nec
essary to preserve the peace of the world; 
outla.w the manUfacture or use of atomic 
bombs and all other atomic weapons for any 
purpose whatsoever; outlaw the manUfacture 
or use of other weapons and instruments of 

war of every kind and nature, except for 
·.such weapons as the Security- CouncU of the 
Unite~ Nations Organization may deem nec
essary to preserve the peace ~f the world; 

' provide for an international police force ca
pable of enforcing these agreements; be it 
further. · · 

ResoZVed, That because the creation of an 
· international police force requires adequate 
international civil authority for its control 
and mindful of the long and continued peace
ful relations between the 48 States of our 
own Republic and being hopeful that similar 

. principles of government if applied to all 
men will secure to the world the greatest 

' possible opportunitty !or everlasting peace, 
we therefore urge that every possible effort 
or our delegates to the United Nations Or
ganization be directed toward the ultimate 
goal of establishing a world republic based 
upon democratic principles and universal 
sutfrage regardless of race, color, or creed; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That the President of the United 
States be requested to use the great powers 
and infiuence of his high office toward achiev
ing the purposes of this resolution by in
structing the delegates of the United States 
to the United Nations Organization to pro
pose at the First Assembly of that Organiza
tion the creation of a commission to prepare 

·the drafts of the requisite international co~
-ventions, agreements, and treaties. for the es
tablishment of the world republic proposed 
by this resolution. 

Mr. TAYLOR. I shall not read the 
resolution, but· I should like to say that 
there was nothing in that resolution 
wh~ch contemplated any regional mili
tary alliances or agreements and it cer
tainly did not contemplate starting an 
armament -. race. The emphasis was 
strictly on strengthening the United Na
tions and promoting disarmament by 
creating a police force for that body in 
order that the nations of the world might 
have the necessary security to permit 
them to disarm. No action was taken on 
this resolution. 

I may say in passing, Mr. President, 
that in answer to innumerable requests 
from individuals · and organizations, I 
mailed out 180,000 copies of Senate Res
olution 183, largely at my own expense. 
I believe I had requests from every State 
in the Union for copies of that resolu
tion. I mention this to demonstrate the 
widespread interest in strengthening the 
United Nations into a genuine federal 
world government. 

In the spring of 194 7 I' determined to 
submit another somewhat modified reso
lution. Certain people who were inter
ested, people representing organizations 
interested in strengthening the United 
Nations, urged that I postpone introduc
tion of my resolution because they felt 
confident they could get other Senators 
to act as cosponsors. The matter 
dragged on until the month of July was 
upon us. ..._ 

In the meantime a number of resolu-
• tions were introduced by various Sena
tors and large groups of Senators in some 
instances, all seeking to strengthen the 
United Nations. Not one of them calls 
for any military alliances, mutual-de
fense agreements, or building up arma
ments, except perhaps for a United Na
tions police force. 
. On March 21, 1947, the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], for himself 
and the Senator from Utah CMr. 

THOMAS], submitted a very brief resolu
. tion as follows: 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 10 
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep

resentatives qoncurring), That the Congress 
favors the creation of a United States of Eu
rope, within' the framework of the United 
Nations (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, March 21, 
1947,, p. 2347). 

Certainly, Mr. President, that resolu
tion was straightforward and right to 
the point, and it does not say anything 
about either defensive or offensive alli
ances, nor does it mention armaments. 

On March 31, 1947, the ~nator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] submitted a sim
ilar resolution. The Wiley resolution is 
almost as brief as the Fulbright resolu
. tion, and reads as follows: 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 12 
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep

resentatives poncurring), That the Congress 
favors the creation of a United Democratic 

. States of Europe, within the framework of 
-the United Nations, to consist of nations 
which respect the · political, economical, 
social, and religious liberties of their respec
tive citizens (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, March 
31, 1947, p. 2848). 

In his statement accompanying Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 12, the Senato;r 
from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] did make 
one reference to armaments. He said 
"They," meaning the countries of Eu
rope, which he hoped to see united, 
"could formulate military plans against 
any potential aggressor.'' But ·the 
gentleman · from Wisconsin did not sug:.. 
gest that we enter into such an alliance 
or that we arm these nations. 

Sometime in ·June of 1947 my friends 
informed me they might get more spon-

: sors if I would agree to certain modifica
tions, and they also thought it would be 
helpful if some Senator with greater sen
iority were to be the chief sponsor. I 
agreed to that, as I was far more inter
ested in . seeing that some action was 

·taken then I was in seeking personal 
glory. The original resolution was modi
fied and was finally submitted on July 
9, 1947, with the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. FERGUSON] as the chief sponsor, the 
cosponsors being the Senator from New 
Hampshire lMr. TOBEY], the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. BALDWIN], the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
CAIN], the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD], the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEY], the Senator from Connect
icut [Mr. McMAHON], the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], and myself. 
This resolution was very brief. I would 
like to read it at this point: 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 23 
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep

resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of the Congress of the United States that 
permanent world peace can and will be 
achieved through the United Nations and to 
that purpose we believe that action should 
be taken under the provisions of the Char
ter of the United Nations to propose and 
adopt amendments ·and revisions that will 
strengthen the United Nations as ar. instru
ment _to prevent war and maintain world 
peace. 
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Certainly, Mr. President, no one could 

honestly claim that this- resolution calls 
for any m:litary alliance such as the one 
we are now contemplating. In fact it 
does not call for any alliance of any kind. 
It very clearly sets forth that its sponsors 
believe in the United Nations and want 
to strengthen it. 

While I was one of the sponsors of this 
resolution, it had been so modified and 
watered down that I was somewhat dis
illusioned and felt that the resolution 
was quite inadequate. Therefore, I sub-

, mitted Senate Concurrent Resolution 24 
later that same day . . Joining me in that 
resolution were the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator from 
South Carolina · [Mr. · JOHNSTON], the 

.Senator from New ·Hampshire [Mr. 
TOBEY], the Senator from Florida · [Mr. 

. PEPPER], and the Senator from Mon
tana [Mr. MURRAY] . . The same resolu
tion was introduced in the House by 10 

·Representatives. This resolution was 
also quite brief and I should like to read 

·it at this point: 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 24 

Whereas all the world deeply desires dura
ble peace; and 

Whereas the United Nations was created 
as an instrument to preserve the peace of · 
the world; and 

Whereas experience increasingly indicates 
that the United Nations in its present struc
ture is not fully adequate for this task; and 

Whereas the United Nations Charter in its 
article 109 provides a procedure whereby the 
Charter of the United Nations may be re
vised and amended: Now, therefore, be ·it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representatives concurring), That it is the 
sense of the Congress that the President of 
the United States should. immediately take 
the initiative in calllng a general conference 
of the United Nations pursuant to article 109 
for the purpose of making the United Nations 
capable of enacting, interpreting, and en
forcing world law to prevent war. 

Mr. President, certainly neither of 
these resolutions suggested any action 
outside the United Nations that might 
weaken the United Nations. They both 
very specifically asked that measures he 
taken to strengthen the United Nations. 

The next resolu'tion dealing with this 
general question was introduced on 
March 19, 1948, by the junior Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS]. That 
resolution reads as follows: 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 47 
Resolved by the Senate (the House of 

Representatives concurring), That the Presi
dent is hereby requested to instruct the 
United States representative at the seat of 
the United Nations and representative in the 
Security Council to seek, either through re
quest of the Security Council or of a ma
jority of the members of the United Nations, 
to convene the General Assembly of the 
United Nations in order that the General 
Assembly may consider in accordance with 
the Charter of the United Nations the 
actions taken by the United States and the 
so-called western nations on the one hand 
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
and the governments of its so-called satel
lites on the other, and the effect of these 
actions on the maintenance of world peace 
and the principles of the Charter of the 
United Nations (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
March 19, 1948, p. 8121). 

I think · that resolution would be very 
much in ·order at the present moment. 
Mr. President, to ask the United Nations 
to look into this whole matter of creat
ing alliances and further dividing the 
world. 

Obviously, there is nothing in this res-
. olution to suggest that the Senator from 
Vermont was asking for any military 
alliance. It simply expresses appre
hension over the course of events and 
asks that a special session of the Security 
Council or the General Asesmbly should 

. be called. 
Then, on April 12, 1948, Senate Con

current Resolution 50· was introduced by 
the Senator from ·Michigan [Mr. FER
GUSON] for himself and 15 other Senators, 
calling for certain · revisions in the 
Charter of the United Nations. I shall 
.not read this resolution because it is 
.rather long. I ask that it be pl"inted at 
this point in my remarks. 
- There being no objection,· the resolu
tion was ordered to be · printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Whereas civilization itself is threatened by 
. the atomic cloud now hanging over the 
world, and by the back-;breaking .load of an 

, armament race. leading to a terrifying third 
world war; and 
· Whereas the maintenance of international 
peace and security demand affirmative action 
now by all the nations of the world seeking 
peace, so that the mutual suspitjon and fear 
now driving the world into opposite military 
camps may be replaced by mutual confidence 
in a United Nations strong enough to guar
antee any member nation, ·however large or 
small, and whatever its form of government, 
against armed violence by any other nation; 
and 

Whereas the . Congress favors ·the revision 
of the United Nations Charter so that its 
existing defects, demonstrated by experience, 
shall be removed, and the United Nations 
Organization shall be able to fulfill its stated 
mission as the principal and most effective 
instrument for word peace; and 

Whereas the revision of the United Nations 
Charter shoud be undertaken or supported 
by the United States Government without 
delay and in a manner that shall most effec
tively parallel and integrate the measures 
for world economic recovery already under
taken or yet to be undertaken by the Con
gress of the United States: Therefore be it 
- Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representatives concurring), That the Presi
dent is authorized and requested to initiate 
such measures as will carry out without delay 
the policies hereinabove enunciated, being 
guided by such principles as he may deem 
advisable, including the following: 

(1) The revision of the United Nations 
Charter shall preserve the full sovereignty 
of member states except for acts of aggres
sion and armament for aggression to be 
specifically defined in the Charter. 

(2) The revision of the United Nations 
Charter shall be carried out with the ap
proval of all member states if possible; but 
in the event that any permanent member 
states should veto the proposals for revision, 
the United States shall join with other llke
minded states in accordance with applicable 
provisions of the United Nations Charter or 
in any other manner acceptable to the ma
jority of member states, in establishing, on 
the basis of a revised United Nations Charter, 
a more effective international organization 
for mutual defense without the participa
tion of the abstaining state or states. · 

(3) As proof of America's unbending will 
to peace, membership 1n the revised interna· 

tional organization shall remain open to any 
abstaining state or states not engaged at 
the time in a war of aggression against a 
member state~ and on the same conditions 
which prevail for member states. 

(4) The revision of the United Nations 
Charter shall contain the following specific 
provisions which are deemed the minimum 
necessary to insure the effective operation 
of the reorganized United Nations; . 

(A) Elimination of the veto right by a 
permanent member in the Security Council, 
but only in matters of aggression, armament 
for aggression, and admission to membership 
in the United Nations . 

Aggression shall be prohibited and defined 
in the Charter, as an attack with weapons of 
-violence .by a state (or .its- citizens) against 
the ·recognized territory ot: a member state.; 

. or illegal occupation by a state or territory 
. outside the recognized · and . established 
borders of said. state and its possessions. 
Armament for aggression shall be prohibited 
and defined in the Charter, as the produc
tion of atomic or other weapons of mass 
destruction in violation of agreements or the 
·production of heavy armament beyond 
_agreed quotas; or refusal to submit. to inspec- , 
ti on. 

To conform to the changes in the veto 
_right, representation in the Security Coun
cil shall be revised so as to include: Two 
members each from the United St'ates, the 
British Commonwealth, and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics; one each from 
France and China; and two selected collec
tively by the remaining member states. De
cisions on vetoless matters shall be made by 
a majority of 6 out of 10. 

To interpret the revised United Nations 
Charter, the International Court of Justice 
·shall be similarly reorganized, or a new 
World Court established, with power to judge 
both governments and individuals in specific 
matters dealing with aggtession. 

(B) Prevention of armament for aggres
sion. In the matter of atomic weapons, this 
shall be accomplished by adoption of the 
official United States proposal for an Atomic 
Development Authority; in the matter of 
heavy armament (such as warships, war
planes, and heavy guns) by a world-wide 
quota limitation of its production, in the 
following manner: 

The Security Council shall establish yearly 
the maximum of heavy armament to be pro
duced in the world. Of this total, each of 
the five permanent member states shall 
have an individual production quota which 
it may not exceed; and the remaining mem
ber states shall have a collective quota to be 
produced in their territories by an Arma
ment Authority under the management of 
the Security Council. Armament production 
quotas, should be: The United States, the 
British Commonwealth, and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, 20 percent each 
of the fixed world total; France and China, 
10 percent each; 20 percent to be the collec
tive quota of the remaining member states. 
The Security Council shall have full and en
forceable rights of inspection. 

(C) Establishment of an effective World 
Police Force, to consist of one international 
contingent as the active force and five na
tional contingents operating as reserves when 
needed. 

The international contingent, under di
rect control of the Security Council, shall 
consist of volunteers recrµited exclusively 
1rom the citizens of the smaller member 
states, and shall be equipped with the small 
nations' collective quota of heavy armament. 
It she.II be stationed, by agreement, in inter
nationalized bases in . the smaller states of 
Europe and Asia, and as policing troops in 
Germany or other territories when placed 
under United Nations supervision. 
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The armed forces 'or the five major powers 

shall be the five national contingents. They 
shall remain under full sovereignty of their 
respective governments, except that in time 
of peace their effective strength shall be 
automatically limited by their agreed quotas 
of heavy armament product ion, to be fixed 
in the United Nations Charter; and except 
that the governments of the permanent 
member states shall, subject to their consti
tutional limitations or procedures, be pledged 
to make their national · contingents available 
as reserves to the international contingent 
upon majority decision of the revised Secu
rity Council and World Court in specific mat
ters of . aggression and armament for 
aggression. 

This tyranny proof and yet overwhelming 
retaliatory power of the world police force 
shall also serve as a decisive deterrent against 
aggressors with bacteriological or chemical 
weapons or other weapons of mass destruc
·tlon not easily lnspectable. 

In the event that a major state shall re
fuse to participate in the foregoing provi
sions for the elimination of the world arma
ment race and the establishment of a world 
police force, th~n the revised Security Coun
cil shall proceed at once to the establishment 
of the international contingent; further
more, it shall establish an emergency quota 
of heavy armament producti9n, to be dis
tributed by agreement among the member 
states in proportion to their resources, so 
designed as to make certain that any outside 
state shall be unable to compete with the 
overwhelming armament production of the 
rest of the world, nor engage in acts of ag
gression against member states. 

(5) Until such time as the foregoing provi
sions for the revised United Nations ((A), 
(B), (C) plan), or similar provisions, shall 

- be put into effect, the armed forces of the 
United States an<\. its weapons of every kind 
shall be maintained at wholly adequate 
Ie\7els. 

Mr. TAYLOR. There is no suggestion 
in this resolution that any action should 
be taken which would further divide the 
world into two armed camps. In fact, 
quite the contrary is true, as may be seen 
from a reading of one paragraph: 
· Whereas the maintenance of international 
pea_ce and security demand affirmative action 
now by all the nations of the world ' seeking 
peace, so that the mutual suspicion and fear 
now driving the world into opposite military 

.camps may be replaced by mutual confidence 
in a United Nations strong enough to guar
antee any member nation, however large or 
small and whatever its form of government, 
against armed violence by any <?ther nation. 

It will be. noticed that the whole em
phasis is upon action in the United Na
. tions toward strengthening the United 
Nations. 

So far as I can find out, Mr. President, 
this is a complete list of all the resolu
tions available for consideration when 
the Foreign Relations Committee met . 
and reported out Senate Resolution 239, 
presumably because so many Senators 
had expressed concern for the welfare 
of the United Nations. 

Here, Mr. President, the able and dis
tinguished then chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee says that Senate 
Resolution 239 was a direct result of a de
sire on the P$1.rt of the Foreign Relations 
Committee to formulate a resolution 
which would as nearly as possible ap:. 
proximate the hopes and aspirations ex
pressed in the -many resolutions which 
I have cited and from which I have 
quoted. Yet the Foreign Relations Com-

mittee brought out a resolution almost 
entirely difierent from anything which 
had previously been introduced. 

Perhaps I should not put it that way, 
Mr. President. Perhaps I should say 
that a six-sentence · resolution was 
brought out, three sentences of which 
politely tipped their hats to the many 
resolutions which Senator::; had previ
ously introduced. 

But, Mr. President, nothing has ever 
been done about those three sentences. 
No action has been taken to implement 
them. Then there were three sentences 
inserted by those whose actions would 
seem to indicate that they want to by
pass and discard the United Nations. 
Everything humanly possible has been 
done to implement those three sections 
which had no reference to the expressed 
wishes of the Senate which · had been em
bodied in any resolution previously in
troduced. 

As I say, the first of the six points con
tained in Senate Resolution 239 does re
f er to the question of strengthening the 
United Nations by seeking to abolish the 
veto. Article 5 mentions reducing arma-

. ments, and article 6 mak·es mention of a 
possible review of the Charter of the 
United Nations by the General Assembly. 
These three items were all mentioned in 
resolutions previously . intrnduced and 
which were then pending before the For- . 
eign Relations Committee. It is signifi
cant to note again, however, Mr. Presi
dent, that no action was taken to imple
ment those provisions of Senate Resolu
tion 239 which bore any reference to the 
resolutions which the Foreign Relations 
Committee presumably had considered 

· in drawing up Senate ResoluUon 239. 
Certainly there was no action with any 
concerted drive behind it, and no propa
ganda campaign to suppo!"t it, as we have 
seen in behalf of the· so-called Atlantic 
Pact. However, the other three articles 
of Senate Resolution 239 bear no relation 
to anything I can find in any of the reso
lutions which had been introduced and 
were then pending before the Foreign 
Relations Committee, unless we take one 
sentence from the statement of the Sena
.tor from Wisconsin at the time he intro
duced his resolution callin~ for the crea
tion of a United States of Europe. He 
did mention, among the many benefits 
that would accrue from such a union, a 
greater ability to defend itself. Perhaps 
that is the excuse for section 2 of Senate 
Resolution 239, which reads as follows: 

(2) Progressive development of regional 
and other collective arrangements for indi
vidual and collective self-defense in accord
ance with the purposes, prlnclples, and pro
-visions of the Charter. 

That is always put in-"in accordance 
with the purposes, principles, and pro-
visions of the Charter." · 

Article 3 suggests the association of 
"the United States with such regional and 
collective arrangements. I can find no 
suggestion in any of the resolutions then 
before the committee or in any of the 
.talks delivered in connection with the 
introduction of those numerous resolu
-tions Which appear~ in the RECORD' that 
anybody had ip·mlnd that we should en
ter into any alliances outside the United 
Nations. 

Article 4 of Senate Resolution 239 reads 
as follows: 

(4) Contributing to the maintenance of 
peace by making clear its determination to 
exercise the right of individual or collective 
self-defense under article 51 should any 
armed attack occur affecting its national 
security. 

I have no particular quarrel with that 
section. Like the distinguished senior 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT] I would be 
willing to vote for such a statement of 
our determination to oppose aggression, 
although I cannot find that any of the 
resolut ions then pending before the For
eign Relations Committee called for such 
a declaration. 

So, Mr. President, in response to an 
insistent demand welling up from the 
people, I and a great many other Sena
tors introduced resolutions calling for 
the strengthening of the United Na
tions. They went into the hopper of the 
Foreign Relations Committee and out of 
the other end came Senate Resolution 
239, declaring that it was the will of Con
gress that we should start bypassing 
and operating outside the United Na
tions. I want to make it very plain that 
I, at least, had no such end in mind. I 
would much rather that any resolution 
to which I was a party had been left. in 
the "deep freeze," to which the able 
Senator from Michigan referred, than to 
have it thawed out and come to life as a 
Frankenstein monster which could later 
become the alleged parent of the mili
tary alliance which we are presently 
considering. ' 

This is the chain of events as it has 
transpired, Mr. President. In 1948 in 
a series of resolutions referred to the 
Foreign Relations Committee the Sen
ate made known its desire to strengthen 
the ' United Nations in order that we 
might bring about disarmament. In
stead we get Senate Resolution 239, the 
so-called Vandenberg resolution calling 
for regional alliances, the only etf ect of 
which could be to weaken the United 
Nations and bring about an increase in 
.armaments. . 

To allay the fears of some Senators at 
the time Senate Resolution 239 was up 
for consideration, the then Chairman 
of the Foreign Relations Committee had 
this to say, as was pointed out by the 
senior Senator from Ohio in his very able 
address earlier in this debate. I quote 
from the speech of the senior Senator 
from Michigan at the time Senate Reso
lution 239 was up for consideration. 
This is the same quotation previously 
used by the senior Senator from Ohio: 

The pending resolution ls the responsible 
answer so far as Congress can presently fore
see. It declines automatically military alli
ances. It declines all peacetime renewals of 
·the old, open-ended lend-lease formula . It 
declines unilateral responsibil1ty for the fate 
of western Europe. It ls none of those 
things; · it is the exact opposite. 

And so, Mr. President, the Senators' 
fears were allayed, and I was one of only 
four Senators who voted against Senate 
-Resolution 239. Now we are getting all 
the things the senior Senator ·from Mich
igan told us we would not get. And yet 
the able Senator, the ranking minority 
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member of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee, told us on the opening day of 
this debate that we were getting exactly 
what we asked for. In a speech he made 
in behalf of the treaty now before us, 
he had this to say: 

When the Senate, by a vote of 64 to 4, 
on June 11, 1948, adopted Senate Resolution 
239, • • • it advised the President of 
the United States to strive toward strength
ening the sinews of the United Nations in 
behalf of the collective peace and fellow
ship to which we rededicated our hearts and 
hopes. 

I digress for a moment, Mr. President, 
to say that is what we did ask for, that 
was the part of Senate Resolution 239 
which could be clearly related to all the 
various resolutions which had been in
troduced up to that time. But the senior 
Senator from Michigan goes on to say: 

In particular-

Notice the emphasis, Mr. President, 
emphasis supplied by the distinguished 
Senator from Michigan. 

"In particular, we advised him," mean
in~ the President-

In particular, we advised him to seek 
regional and collective arrangements and 
to associate with them, in behalf of indi
vidual and collective self-defense through 
self-help and mutual aid against armed 
aggression. • • • The President has 
acted upon the Senate's all but unanimous 
advice. He has sent us precisely that for 
which we asked-and in the tailoring of 
·which we have had a constant hand. In
deed, I would not know what it was I was 
asking for on that historic day last June if 
this pact 1s not it: 

That appears in the RECORD of July 6, 
at page 8897. 

Mr. President, I thfnk the Senator 
from Michigan was well-advised in using 
the pronoun "I" twice in that last sen
tence. I think that is the clue to the 
whole secret of Senate Resolution 239. 
The distinguished Senator from Michi
gan included three sentences as a ges
ture to all the resolutions that had pre
viously been introduced. As has been 
pointed out in this debate, nothing was 
ever done about that part of the resolu
tion. 

Then, the able Senator from Michigan 
put in the sections to please himself, or 
whoever gives him his cue in such mat
ters, and all the work and propaganda 
have gone to implement those sections
nothing to build up the United Nations 
and make disarmament possible-con
centrate every effort on forming alli
ances and making arrangements which 
bypass, undermine, and weaken the 
United Nations. 

While we are on this subject, I should 
like to make something else plain, Mr. 
President. I have· noticed in the press 
that those who are opposing the North 
Atlantic Pact are often referred to as 
"isolationists." A few years ago that 
word ·was built up until it became a bad 
word, a very bad word; not so bad or 
all-inclusive as the words "Fascist" and 
"Communist," but the word "isolation
ist" has certainly ceased to become a 
complimentary term. 

I, myself, think isolationism is very 
bad-that we all must live together in 
this shrinking world. But, Mr. Presi
dent, seeking to bypass, under~ine, and 

destroy the United Nations is not inter
nationalism. That is not thinking in 
world terms. And opposition to alli
ances of a military nature, or any ar
rangements outside the United Nations, 
which tend to weaken that organization 
certainly is not isolationism. The term 
has become a little confused. We now 
find those who were rank isolationists 
a few years ago to be among the most 
vocal . in denouncing def enders of the 
United Nations as "isolationists." 

In the days of the League of Nations, 
Mr. President, the isolationists were 
bold, brave buccaneers who made a 
frontal assault on the League of Nations 
here in the United States Senate. To
day, their descendants and disciples hold 
forth here and beat their breasts and 
vigorously denounce those who seek to 
prevent destruction of the United Na
tions-who desperately want to build it 
into an instrument capable of maintain
ing peace, strong enough in its own right 
to permit individual nations to disarm. 

I must say that the second-generation 
strategists who are step by step killing 
the United Nations are much more adroit 
than their predecessors. They pose as 
international statesmen and denounce 
the opposition as isolationists, the while 
they are busily scuttling the United Na
tions. 

Maybe this pact is what the able and 
distinguished Senator from Michigan 
had in mind when S. Res. 239 was foisted 
on the Senate. It is not what I had in 
mind, and I do not believe there were 
very many other Senators who had this 
alliance in mind when they introduced 
resolutions calling for the strengthening 
of the United Nations and an effort to 
reduce armaments. Nevertheless, here 
it is. 

Mr. President, many Senators have ex
pressed the fear, which I share, that this 
pact is going to further weaken the 
United Nations, and that it will in all 
likelihood lead to an armaments race 
which could very well hasten war instead 
of minimizing the prospect. 

Of course, we have been assured by the . 
Senator from Michigan that this pact 
will not weaken the United Nations. In 
his speech of July 6 the Senator from 
Michigan had this to say to allay our 
fears. I quote from the RECORD of July 
6, page 8895: 

The same Senate which asked, in Senate 
Resolution 239, for collective self-defense 
under article 51 of the Charter-as envisioned 
in the pending treaty-also asked, and in the 
same breath, for universal disarmament. 
Let that stand, Mr. President, as an incon
testable answer to those malignant critics 
who cry out that the North Atlantic Pact is 
born of warmongers harboring evil, armed 
designs upon their fellow men. 

To be sure, Mr. President, we did ask 
for disarmament, but all we are getting is 
a military alliance, and we are being 
asked to assume responsibility for arm
ing half the world. 

But the Senator from Michigan went 
on to assure us further. He said: 

The same Senate which thus asked for a 
"collective arrangement" to implement arti
cle 51, pursuant to the terms of the pending 
treaty, also asked, and in the same breath, 
for new strengths in the United Nations 
9harter. 

I interrupt the reading at this point, 
Mr. President, to say that the Senate did 
indeed ask for new strength in the 
United Nations Charter. May I ask 
what has been done to implement that 
forgotten part of Senate Resolution 239? 
But to finish the quotation, after refer
ring to the fact that we had asked for 
new strength in the United · Nations 
Charter, the great Senator from Michi
gan said: 

Let that stand as the equally incontestable 
answer to those melancholy critics who insist 
that the North Atlantic Pact is born of a 
purpose to defile, if not to scuttle, the 
United Nations. 

Mr. President, I have heard no Sena
tor on this ftoor charge that those who 
·have presented us with the North At
lantic Pact were warmongers harboring 
evil-armed designs upon their fellow 
men. Nobody has said that the pact 
was born of a purpose to defile if not to 
scuttle the United Nations. Some of us . 
have expressed the fear that this will be 
the result of the pact, but before any 
Senator had had an opportunity to make 
a speech in any way critical of the pact, 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Michigan referred to malignant critics 
and to those melancholy critics. 

Then he went on to reassure us at 
greater length. He said, as appears at 
page 8895 of the RECORD of July 6: 

I am conscious that this anxiety honestly 
possesses many earnest friends of the United 
Nations. I prayerfully say to them that I 
am certain they are wrong. The pact is 
written strictly within the framework of the 
Charter. It implements the Charter pursu
ant to the Charter's own authority and di
rection. It categorically asserts in article 
VII that this treaty does not affect in any 
way the obligations under the Charter of 
the parties which are members of the United 
Nations, It categorically asserts that the 
treaty does not affect the primary responsi
bility of the Security Council for the main
tenance of international peace and security. 

These categorical assurances would 
make me feel better, Mr. President, if I 
could forget the equally positive prom
ises which were made by the able Sena
tor from Michigan in 1948 when he said 
in speaking of Senate Resolution 239-
and remember, Mr. President, that the 
Senator now tells us that Senate Resolu
tion 239 is the father of the present 
treaty and that it is exactly what we 
asked for, but at that time the distin
guished Senator from Michigan said, 
and I repeat a quotation which I used 
earlier, speaking of Senate Resolution 
239: 

It declines automatically military alli
ances. It declines all peacetime renewals of 
the old, open-minded lend-lease formula. It 
declines unilateral responsibility for the fate 
of western Europe. It is none of those 
things; it is the exact opposite (CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD, June 11, 1948, p. 7792). 

These were not the only assurances 
given us at the time the Senate adopted 
Senate Resolution 239. At another place 
in his speech at that time the Senator 
from Michigan said: 

The extent to· which a regional arrange
ment might be perfected in the Western. 
World is probably far beyond the extent to 
which, at least for the time being, one could 
be perfected elsewhere. 
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Here, Mr~ President, the distinguished 
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee states that there would be no 
pacts comparable in scope to the one we 
had signed with the countries of the 
Western Hemisphere. Now we are of
fered a pact with nations outside this 
hemisphere containing commitments 
with far greater implications than any
thing we have signed with South Ameri
can nations. 

At another place we were told by the 
Senator from Michigan, referring to 
Senate Resolution 239 of last year: 

But I would say 1n advance that I would 
not expect any approval by the Senate of 
the United States of a regional arrangement 
which would include, outside the Americas, 
any such automatic obligations as we have 
been discussing in respect to the Chapultepec 
Conference. 

So, Mr. President, this able chairman 
of the Foreign Relations Committee in 
1948, when the Senate was debating 
Senate Resolution 239, assured us that 
there would be no automatic obligations; 
but in the present pact we do have the 
automatic obligations-automatic obli
gations to go to the defense of any of 
the countries party thereto, and in some 
cases if their colonies are attacked. 

I should also like to refer, Mr. Presi
dent, to the fact that the able and dis
tinguished SP.nator from Michigan said 
that he would not expect any approval 
by the Senate of the United States of a 
regional arrangement which would in
clude outside the Americas any such 
automatic obligations as we have been 
discussing in respect to the Chapultepec 
Conference. But unless my ears deceive 
me, Mr. President, the able Senator from 
Michigan definitely does expect us to 
ratify this North Atlantic alliance. And 
so, Mr. President, the very able chair
man of the Foreign Relations Committee 
assures us and reassures us. In fact, he 
assures us that we are insured against 
the things which trouble us. 

I think, Mr. President, when the his
tory books are written the senior Sena
tor from Michigan will be known as the 
great insurer of the uninsurable. I have 
to say this for the Senator. The fact that 
his assurances of ye~terday are the 
broken promises of today does not at all 
stop him from reassuring us that what 
we have today is the very thing we asked 
for yesterday, and that what we get to
morrow will be nothing different from 
what we are asking for today. If there 
is any credit due anybody for the sorry 
record of broken assurances which I have 
recited, I think nearly all the glory should 
go to the senior Senator from Michigan; 
and if there is any blame for the broken 
promises and the sorry plight in which 
we now find ourselves, where many Sena
tors feel compelled to vote for this pact 
against their honest convictions, then 
I say the blame also should be laid at the 
door of the great Republican statesman, 
the former chairman of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee, and the present rank
ing minority member, that great and 
persuasive purveyor of the bipartisan 
foreign policy, the eloquent insurer of 
the uninsurable, whose Churchillian 
phrases and dogmatic pronouncements 
together with countless befuddling clari
fications can be found with lavish pro-

fusion in all the treaties and reports Hamlet, the melancholy Dane. For
whJ.ch have come from the Foreign Rela·- sooth, we are the melancholy critics. 
tions Committee for lo, these many Such tactics of calling -the opposition 
years. names before they even raise their hat 

Fate has placed him in the strategic on a stick would be vociferously resented 
position of being at the top of the senior- by the Senate if they should be used by a 
ity heap at a most critical time in our Senator of lesser reputation. 
history. With the aid of· an unprece~ But coming from the great Senator 
dented build-up by a press devoted to the from Michigan it strikes terror to the 
proposition that peace and harmony are heart of most would-be defenders of the 
mcompatible with circulation and profits, United Nations and chills the reasoning 
an aura has been thrown about the name process in embryonic infancy. And so, 
of VANDENBERG that makes a contempla- Mr. President, our ship of state thunders 
tive critic cringe at the prospect of the on through the breakers toward the rocks 
withering condescension of the scorn and reefs that lie ahead, along the dan-

. which he would most certainly invite. erous course of ' bypassing the United 
By the sheer force of a dominating per- Nations. The dove of peace is chained to 
:mnality, which is apparently based on an our masthead. The fate of world peace 
unlimited confidence in his own unlim- is irrevocably, vitally, and probably 
1ted infallibility, the Senator from Michi- finally affected by the ill-conceived a.ction 
gan lias to this point ruled with an iron which we would now sanction. On our 
hand. ill--starred fourney into the unknown 

With absolute confidence, he has where many another ship of state has 
caused the Senate to accept dogma as foundered on the shifting sands and 
gospel and the bold statement of his jagged rocks of other. ·alliances, we are 
fancy as cold, hard fact. The Senator proceeding with our sails full of hot air 
has mastered the strategy of the military and assurances, while the majestic figure 
axiom which tells us that offense is the of the Senator from ·Michigan stands 
best defense. In opening this debate, he firmly grasping the helm, his ponderous 
struck a heavy blow at the opposition be- and presupposed profound pronounce
fore they ever h ::d a chance to open their ments rolling back and forth across the 
apologetic mouths or exercise their quiv- country even as a miniature mountain. 
ering vocal cords-before they even had meadow in the high country of Idaho 
a chance to touch a match to their pow- echoes and reverberates to the stentorian 
der he had fouled the barrels of their call of a mating moose-perhaps I should 
flintlocks with hard and harsh words of say a distinguished and able mating 
condemnation. moose. • 

Referring to some revelation he had And so, Mr. President, the distin-
just passed on to the Senate, the able guished Senator from Michigan holds 
Senator from Michigan had this to say: forth, blasting away at the opposition 

Let that stand, Mr. President, as an incon- with the mighty guns of his superlative 
testable answer to those malignant critics oratory and preventing all but a few 
who cry out that the North Atlantic Pact is critics from raising their heads or voices 
born of warmongers h arboring evil, armed · by virtue of the authority which is his 
designs upon their fellow men. ·because of his unquestioned great pres-

I submit, Mr. President, that Shake- tige. Indeed, he keeps down opposition 
speare could have done no better in using almost as effectively as an expert marks
the English language to bring terror to man ensconced atop a knoll in the mid
the hearts of evildoers he had created dle of a prairie-dog town. 
in his own imagination. If he has not been the architect of our 

But, just in case there might be those foreign policy, he has certainly been its 
. who would resign themselves to being chief exponent; he has been the Pied 

branded by the oracle as malignant Piper of Hamelin who has led the Senate 
critics-and proceed with their opposi- in its consideration of foreign affairs us
tion-the Senator from Michigan let go ing with great ability the weapons of 
the second barrel. studied rhetorical obfuscation and un-

Referring to Senate Resolution 239, limited categorical assurances. 
which he contends is the parent of the Without in any way meaning to de
treaty which we are now considering, tract from the encomiums I have 
the Senator mentioned the fact that one lavished upon the Senator from Michi
of the provisions of that resolution asked gan, I should like to mention that in the 
for new strengths in the United Nations debate on Senate Resolution 239 the 
Charter and, although nothing was ever senior Senator from Texas [Mr. CoN
done about these good provisions of Sen- NALLY], the very able chairman of the 
ate Resolution 239, the able Senator Foreign Relations Committee, who was 
nevertheless used that forgotten provi- at that time the ranking minority mem
sion as the breastworks from behind ber • had this to say: · 
which he fired the next salvo: I think the question of hemispheric ar-

rangement is peculiar from our viewpoint, by 
Let that stand as the equally incontestable reason· of the historical setting, referring par

answer to those melancholy critics who insist ticularly to the Monroe Doctrine. But I 
that the North Atlantic Pact is born of a. should be very reluctant, I may say , to join 
purpose to defile if not to scuttle the United any. other regional organization in the world. 
Nations. It would involve us in difficUlties we might 

Now, Mr. rresident, the malignant not be able to avoid. (CONGRESSIONAL 

critics have become melancholy critics RECORD, June 11• 1948, P· 7804.) 
as well, methinks, indeed, Mr. President, One of two things has happened, Mr. 
the Senator has been reading Shake- President. Either the able Senator from 
speare, and those of us who would deny Texas has forgotten his reluctance or 
.his right single-handedly to direct this he is reluctantly going along. on the 
production be is casting in the role of present treaty. I am convinced that he 
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was right in 1948 when he said that. to 
join other regional organizations would 
involve us in difficulties we might not be 
able to avoid. 

More recently in the course of the 
present debate, the distinguished chair
man of the Foreign Relations Commit
tee has told us that there is no obligation 
upon any Sen.a tor to vote for imple
mentation of this treaty. He said it was 
written in black and white. Frankly, 
those of us with doubts have been unable 
to find where it is set forth in black ·and 
white that there will be no obligation. At 
least for every assurance that there is no 
obligation which we may find in black 
and white there is another in white and 
black wherein some equally important 
authority proclaims "there is an obliga
tion." Personally, I am convinced that 
the record will be written in red-if I 
may be pardoned for using such a 
naughty word, Mr. President. To make 
myself more clear, I believe that if we 
consent to the present treaty. the arms 
will automatically follow; and the red I 
ref er to is the red ink of greater and 
greater deficits caused by unlimited 
spending for an endless stream of arma
ments. 

We are called upon to arm Europe, 
Mr. President, ·because the \Vorkers in 
those countries would sabotage the pro_
duction of armaments within their own 
borders in their own f ~ctories. If their 
workers will not produce the arms can 
their soldiers, who after ail are largely 
workers in uniform, be depended upon to 
use the arms against Russia? I do not 
have the best connections with the mili
tary, Mr. President, but from public 
writings available to all I have gained the 
distinct impression that we cannot hope 
to supply Europe with sufficient arms to 
withstand an all-out attack by Russia 
should it occur. In such a case, of course, 
whatever we send to Europe would then 
be turned against us. 

In a recent issue ·of the United States 
News and World Report, a quite conserv
ative publication edited by a journalist of 
very good reputation, Mr. David Law
rence, there was an article pointing out 
that if the Russians contemplated mili
tary aggression toward the West, they 
should be building up their communica
tion and transport facilities in that di
rection; but the article stated that the 
Russians were ·deliberately . refraining 
from such action. In fact, I gained the 
impression that they were more or less 
letting transport facilities on their west
ern frontiers deteriorate · as a defensive 
move. In other words, it would appear 
that they are afraid of being invaded and 
do not want any possible invader to find 
transport facilities whic_h might aid in 
an invasion. If these be the facts, does 
it not seem to indicate that our ·recent 
allies are not bent on conquest after all? . 

I have been most interested, Mr. Pres
ident, in the statements of previous 
speakers that th~ countries of Europe · 
were trading with Russia and seeking to 
increase that trade; that Britain had sent 
or was sending some 1,200 locomotives 
to the Russians. Is not .this a rather 
ridiculous state of affairs? Here our· 
businessmen, . manufacturers, and ex
porters are crying out for markets for .our 

expartable surpluses and our economy is 
in the doldrums because of a lack of ex
port · markets; yet under the Marshall 
plan we supply vast quantities of mate
rials to England and other . European 
countries while we turn up our noses at 
the Rus.sfans and: refuse to trade with 
them, although they are the only ones we 
might expect to be able to give us any
thing of .value in r~turn for any goods we 
ship to them. They would probably be 
willing .in the future as in the past to 
send us rare metals which, as I under
stand, we must have if we are to continue 
our stock piling of strategic materials in 
our frantic preparations for war . 

Certainly a substantial trade with Rus
sia would go · a long way to improve rela
tions generally. However, as things now 
stand we refuse to trade with them. We 
ship goods to Europe which permits the 
Europeans to divert just that much of 
their productiye capacity to producing 
goods for shipment to Russia. A pattern 
of trade is being established which will 
probably be very· difficult to change 
should we ever come to our senses and 
decide to trade with the Russians. If any 
good will is created, certainly we do not 
share in it. · 

Which brings me to another point. 
What excuse can we have {or feeling that 
these European nations will have any re
gard for commitments they may make in 
joining the North Atlantic Pact. They 
have individually broken many agree
ments on monetary and trade matters 
which they have previously entered into 
with this Government. 

It is also my belief that once we are 
committed to the North Atlantic Pact the 
European nations will heave a comfort- . 
able sigh, settle back and say, "Now we 
are all in this military alliance together~ 
But we really cannot afford to arm our
selves so it is up to you, Uncle Sam." 
Once we are in the pact we shall have 
to protect ourselves by strengthening our 
allies militarily, so we shall be forced to 
send them arms in ever increasing 
amounts. This in turn may be very well, 
but I do not see how it can help but lead 
us down the road of an armament econ
omy. When a country becomes a slave 
to an armament economy, I do not be
lieve it can es~ape the dictatorship and 
loss of freedom which have been asso
ciated with the armament economy of 
other nations. 

A press report of recent date informs 
us that the Italian Senate is consider
ing the advisability of · postponing the 
ratification of the Atlantic Pact until our 
own Senate has acted not only on the 
Pact, but also on the question of arms to 
implement it. Let no one delude himself, 
Mr. President, that this is a nice, friendly 
little pact design~d to strengthen cultural 
relations or to build up the United Na
tions. It is a military alliance. I was 
about to use the words ~ 'pure and simple" 
but it is neither of those things. It is a 
niilitary pact stark and naked. 

Our allies would not be interested for 
one moment if they did not have before 
them the prospect of being furnished 
the very latest armaments at the expense 
of the American taxpayers to the tune of . 
billions of dollars. 

If there is anything these proposed 
allies of ours cherish more than the sanc
tity of their solemn pledges and com
mitments, it is the happy vision of Uncle 
Sam's starting another great "something 
for nothing" program. Mark my words, 
Mr. President, that is exactly what 'this 
grandiose new scheme amounts to. 

With· the possible exception of Eng
land, there is not a country among the·m 
that would put up more than a token re
sistance ·to Russia. 

They would all be torn by paralyzing 
internal revolution immediately upon the 
beginning of hostilities, and as I have 
previously pointed out, our arms would 
then be turned against us. By irrevo
cably involving ourselves with these na
tions, we are immeasurably increasing 
the risk of war. We will not add to. our 
military security but, on the contrary, 
will in reality be placing an as yet un
determined amount of our armaments 
at the disposal of a potential enemy. 
The additional drain upon our Treasury 
to supply arms to Europe will make it 
necessary for us to further increase the 
national debt at .the risk of facing na
tional bankruptcy, because some place, 
sometime, Mr. President, there comes a 
point where the camel's back is broken. 

I believe we should first of all make an 
all-out effort to build up the United Na
tions. We should continue and increase 
our efforts to reach an agreement for 
world-wide disarmament. Certainly we 
should quit this business of even enter
taining the thought that we should not 
negotiate with the Russians on the 
theory that it might thaw out the cold 
war and thereby cause the American 
people to embrace a feeling of false 
security. 

If, in the end, after all possible meas
ures had been taken in all good faith, 
none of the things I have outlined were 
possible of accomplishment, then we 
should look to ourselves for our own de
fense. Mr. President, I could well com
pare the situation to the early days on 
the western plains. When Indians at
tacked our forefathers, they formed a 
circle of wagons and all of them got in
side the wagon train. They did not have 
a lot of folks outside on the prairie, some
where, whom they were also trying to 
defend. That is exactly what this At
lantic Pact_ amounts to. We have a lot 
of folks scattered around, out in the 
prairie somewhere, and we are going to 
send them guns which we will need in
side the enclosure. 

I believe I speak for a great many 
Americans when I say that I would feel 
a great deal safer in trusting the defense 
of this country, if the worse should come 
to the worst, to. my own sons and other . 
American boys like them who believe in 
our free institutions, than I would if we 
had scattered arms all around the world 
in the futile expectation that they would 
be used effectively in our defense by peo
ple who envy us our wealth and are foal- . 
ous of our material well-being. In fact, 
they would be used against us. 

I foresee the possibility, Mr. President, 
that we shall again have need of the Rus
sians as an ally in another war against 
resurgent fascism. Increasingly often of 
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late I have -read articles in the news
papers about the reappearance and 
growth of the f ascfst idea in Italy. In 
the Washington Times-Herald of July 18 
there is a prominent headline: 

" 'New Hitler' arouses Germans as old one 
did." 

In a column of recent date entitled 
.. The We-or-They Fallacy," Walter Lipp
mann points out that infiuences at work 
in the world are rendering out of date 
the popular idea that the Russians and 
ourselves are the key to everything. In a 
very few years new powers may emerge 
and realinement take place that will 
render completely passe the "we-or-they 
fallacy." , 

Recently, Mr. President, the New York 
State Bar Association held its annual 
meeting. One of the principal speakers 
was Mr. James Grafton Rogers, former 
Assistant Secretary of State. Mr. Rogers 
is also- a member of the foreign affairs 
subcommittee of the Hoover Commission 
on Organization of the Exec~tive Branch 
of the Government. Mr. Rogers told the 
lawyers that Germany and Japan could 
very well be back on top of the heap in ~ 
comparatively short time. He predicts 
that it will not be long until we are going 
to wake up and find the Fascists riding 
high once more and then we shall wonder 
why in the world we were so worried 
about Russia. _ 

Here is one paragraph of Mr. Rogers• 
talk: 

All through history powerful and Indus
trious defeated peoples have recovered amaz
ingly in almost a handful of years. Germany 
and Japan are industrious. Five or 10 years 
from now we will look back on our present 
preoccupation with Russia as another of our 
short-sighted foreign policies. 

Mr. President, that is a fiat statement; 
he does not say it may happen; he says, 
"We will." 

I believe Mr. Rogers may be abso
lutely right, Mr. President. Yet here we 
are. tying ourselves up for 20 years with 
other nations, one of which, Portugal, is 
a Fascist nation; another of which, Italy, 
was recently our enemy, madly acclaim
ing D Duce, and could very well be our 
enemy again. 

By arming Europe, Mr. President, we 
make it possible for those nations to 
continue imposing their will upon colo
nial peoples. Mr. Rogers in his address . 
to the lawyers said we caused the United 
Nations to suJJer one of its most severe 
losses in prestige through our failure 
to prevent the Dutcn police action in 
Indonesia. Not only did we fail to pre
vent it, Mr. President; the Dutch were 
using our gUns. 

More than a year ago, I made a speech 
on the floor of the Senate, in which I 
pointed out that our foreign policy was 
losing us friends all around the world. 
At the time I was severely criticized, on 
the ground that my own criticism of our 
foreign policy amounted to giving aid 
and comfort to Russia. I did not mean 
to give aid and comfort to Russia or to 
anyone else, Mr. President. I was trying : 
to warn the American people that the 
good will we had gained by our domi- ' 
nating role in the fight against fascism 
was being dissipated. 

Now the same things 1 said at that 
time -are being printed 1n respectable 
publications. On March. 25 of this year, 
there appeared in the United states News 
and World Report an article entitled 
"What the World Thinks of United 
States: Repcrt on a 3-Year Tour," 
written by that publication's far east
ern editor. I ask that this article be 
printed as an appendix at the end of 
my remarks. 

The PRESIDING. OFFICER <Mr. 
MUNDT in the chair). Without object-. 
tion, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit A>. 
Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, News

week magazine, in its issue of May 30, 
carried a similar article entitled, ''South 
Asia: Where and How America Loses 
Friends." I also ask that this article be 
included as an appendix at the conclusion 
of my remark&. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. TH¥£ 
in the chair). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

<See exhibit BJ . _ 
Mr. TAYLOR.' Mr. President, in sub

stantiation of my statement that work
ers in countries with which we seek to 
ally ourselves could not be trusted to 
produce armaments, I should like to have 
printed in the· RECORD at the conclusion 
of my remarks an article by Constantine 
Brown, a well-known newspaper column
ist. The article also supports my con
tention that the State Department has 
not been forthright in its dealings with 
the Senate. The heading of the article 
is "Opposition to Atlantic Pact seen due 
to lack of candor by State Department." 
I ask unanimous consent to have the 
article printed as indicated. 

T!:le PREsIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<See ·exhibit C.) 
Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I also 

ask unanimous consent that a second 
article by Constantine Brown, the title 
of which is "DULLES in State Department 
Disfavor After Charges of Artificial 
Alarm,'' be printed in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit D.> 
Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. :eresident, this 

article calls attention to the slip the 
junior Senator from New York [Mr. 
Dul.LES] made the other day when he let 
the cat out of the bag by saying that 
they had considered in Paris just telling 
the Russians to go jump in the lake, and 
not even to talk to the Russians, so that 
they, the American representatives, 
could keep the liver scared out of us. 
Constantine Brown mentions that, ex
cept he does not seem to think there is 
anything very reprehensible about the 
whole procedure, for his concern merely 
seems to be that DULLES let the cat out 
of the bag. That seems to be all that 
worries Mr. Brown. He said: 

This indiscretion on the part of Senator 
DULLES, who attended most of the secret 
meetings held in Paris last month, caused 
many Senatcirs to wonder whether the re
ports from "highly qualified. quarters" in the 
spring and summer of 1948, when ~here was 
a strong expectation that tbe Russians wer~ . 
about ready to attack western Europe, we1·e 
not prompted by similar pol1tieal motives. 

I agree. As I stated earlier ln my re
marks, I believe such tactics have been 
resorted to in the ~t. I do not think 
we would ever have had a Senate Resolu
tion 239 if they had not scared us at the 
time with bogeymen. I do not think we 
would ever have. passed a draft law, if 
they had not figured out some artificial 
crises . 

There is another article here, tne one 
I referred to from the Times-Herald, 
about the new Hitler arousing Germany. 
I ask that that be printed as a part of 
my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit E.) 
Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I should 

also like to have printed the article I re
ferred ·to in the early part of my speech, 
which appeared in the United States 
News and World Report of July 8, en
titled "Why War Scare Is Ending-Rus
sia's Shift to Defensive.'' 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without' 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit F.) 
Mr. TAYLOR. I also ask to have 

printed in the RECORD as a part of my 
remarks a statement recently mailed to 
me by Hamilton A; Long, from Chicago,. 
DI. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit G.> . 
Mr. TAYLOR. I also ask to have 

printed in the RECORD certain excerpts. 
from a memorandum on national legis
lation of interest to religious groups; 
issued by the Friends Committee on Na-· 
tional Legislation. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit H.) 
Mr. TAYLOR. I should also like to 

have printed an article from the Wash
ington Post of May 20 entitled., "Atlantic 
Pact Called Step to Needless War." It 
cans attention·to a conference which was 
called by such distinguished persons as 
Thomas Mann and Albert Einstein. 

The PRESIDING OPF'ICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit I.) 
Mr. TAYLOR. Another article from 

the New York Times of April 15, Re
ligious Leaders See Peril in Pact. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit J.) 
Mr. TAYLOR. Finally, Mr. President, 

I should like to have printed an article 
from the Daily Compass. of Tuesday, July 
19,1949, entitled "Winnie Clears It With 
Baruch," by Jon Kimche. It is under the 
dateline of London, July 18, and, in part, 
reads as follows: 

It is reported, 1n fact, that Churchill w111 
come out with a proposal for a rapproacbe
ment with Russia and outline bis suggestions 
for a settlement of the cold war. This, his 
friends think, would be an invaluable and 
perhaps decisive Consetvative Party asset in 
the next election. 

In other words~ Churchill, in an effort 
to get his Conservatives into power, ~s 
going to come forth now and settle every
thing with Russia; which would seem to 
indicate that they could be · settled any · 
time somebody decides to settle them. 



1949 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENAT~ 9787 
Well, Mr. Churchill started the iron cur
tain. He hung It at Fulton. I can think 
of no one who would be more appropriate 
to take it down than CMr. Churchill. He 
caused the whole miserable business. I 
wish he had stayed home and mirided his 
own business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. THYE 
in the chair). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. [Laughter.l 

Mr. TAYLOR. Good. I hope that will 
appear in the RECORD. 

(See exhibit K.) 
Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, there 

appeared in the Wasington Post of Mon
day, July 18, an article which should give 
some people food for thought. The 
heading reads as follows: 

Speed of new Russian jets baffles foreign 
air attaches. United States admiral im
pressed. 

Describing an air show in Moscow 
which was witnessed by foreign observ
ers, the article says: 

The United Press reported that some of the 
superjet fighters. were so fast that foreign at
taches who watched them streak past could 
not agree on their characteristics. 

Jet planes, completely new types and 
known ones of improved models, appeared 
1n such number at the annual air show that 
foreign experts believed they now are in mass 
production. 

New jets flashed across Tushino Airfield at 
altitudes under 1,000 feet. They had come 
and gone, before the airfield announcer 
could finish saying they were there. 

The air attaches could not agree on the 
appearance or character of the new planes 
because of their great speed. Nor could they 
agree on the exact number of new types or 
the improvements made on known models. 

Now, Mr. President, to those who 
would have us go swaggering about form
ing military- alliances and needlesly 
provoking the Russians by setting up 
bases on their very frontier, I should like 
to ask this question: If the Russians are 
able to build jet airplanes · with such 
speed and maneuverability as to baffie 
our observers, is it not reasonable to as
sume that they also have the industrial 
know-how and the other techniques nec
essary to the manufacture of the atomic 
bomb? 

Frankly, Mr. President, I think that we 
have missed the boat. We should have 
put a great deal more faith, energy, and 
money into the United Nations. Com
pared to the vast sums we have spent 
on extraneous matters, the help we have 
given the United Nations has been pea
nuts. For every dollar we have invested 
in the United Nations we have spent 
$1,000 on armaments. True, we have 
given it more financial support than any 
other nation, but I do not believe that is 
any excuse for our having given it a min
imum of financial support compared to 
other projects which tn my mind could 
not even approac4 the United Na,tions in 
its potentialities for keeping world peace. 

'Maybe it is too late. Maybe there is 
nothing left for us to do but resort to 
alliances and increased armaments, re
sign ourselves to military dictatorship, 
the loss of our cherished freedoms, and 
prepare for Armageddon. I am unwill
ing to accept that grim and somber pros
pect. I believe that an all-out military 

struggle between the two hal'ves of a di
vided world would mean the end of free
dom, world-wide desolation, and new 
dark ages for mankind; with always, of 
course, the ·possibility of the extermina
tion of the human species as a result of 
the development of more powerful and 
perhaps new and unheard-of weapons. 

My principal reason for being opposed 
to the North Atlantic Pact is that I have 
placed so much faith and hope in the 
United Nations. Despite all the assur
ances to the contrary, I am still con
vinced that this pact will, in fact, if it 
does not intentionally, bypass, under
mine, and weaken the United Nations. 
While I am not a legal authority, my 
reading on the subject convinces me that 

. it does violence to the provisions of the 
Atlantic Charter with reference to such 
matters, and if it does not violate the 
Charter in the strict legal interpretation, 
to my inind it certainly violates the spirit 
of the Charter. 

I was elected to the United States Sen
ate on a two-point platform. One of the 
two planks pledged unfaltering support 
for an international world-wide organi
zation to keep peace in the world. I shall 
adhere to that promise to the end. 

Referring again, Mr. President, to the 
assurances that this pact can and will 
operate within the limits prescribed by 
the United Nations Charter, referring 
again to the assurances that those who 
vote for the pact will not be obligated to 
vote for military aid, I should like to call 
attention once again to the assurances 
we received when Senate Resolution 239 
was up for consideration. We were as
sured repeatedly in unequivocal terms 
that Senate Resolution 239 did not call 
for the arming of Europe. Most of the 
debate revolved around the possibility of 
modifying the veto. And yet, Mr. Presi
dent, the newspapers all interpreted Sen
ate Resolution 239 to mean military aid. 

The New York Times of Saturday, 
June 12, 1948, had this headline: 

Senate proclaims military aid plan for free 
natiOJ?.S. 

The Washington Post prominently· dis
plays this headline: 

Senate approves plan for arms aid to 
Europe. Resolution drawn by VANDENBERG-

There we have it, Mr. President, "reso
lution drawn by VANDENBERG.',' 

Resolution drawn by VANDENBERG urges 
President to seek defense pacts. 

No ~ a word, Mr. President, about 
strengthening the United Nations. Not 
a word about disarmament. All the em
phasis on more arms-"Senate approves 
plan for arms aid to Europe." 

Strange as it may seem, the Washing
ton Times-Herald, which is usually the 
worst warmonger of all the Washington 
newspapers, carries the headline: 

Senate 0. K.'s curb on big power United 
Nations veto. 

Of course, the subheading says: 
VANDENBERG'S plan supports defense pacts. 

In that article is this paragraph: 
By its action the Senate slammed the door 

on western European hopes of obtaining 
:United States arms during this session of 

Congress, but it leaves it ajar for eventual 
United States support . of collective defense 
pacts against aggression. 

That is the very thing I have discussed, 
Mr. President, this step by step weaning 
away from the United Nations, down the 
road of armed alliances. Do not give the 
Senators too much at one time, as they 
might regurgitate, but leave the door 
ajar so we can sneak back in with the 
next dose of armaments and with some 
more arsenic for the United Nations. 

The New York Herald Tribune carried 
the headline : 

Senate backs military aid to Europe, 64 
to 4. 

I was one of the four, Mr. President, I 
am happy to say. I was one of the four 
who were not taken in. There will be a 
larger number this time. Three or four 
times as many, Next time there will be 
more. 

The subheading in the Tribune article, 
June 12, 1948, reads: 

Paves way to assist five-nation alliance. 

Five nations, you will notice, Mr. Presi
dent. Now that we face the actuality, it 
is 11 nations. 

In still smaller type another subhead
ing reads: 

VANDENBERG'S resolution also calls for 
curbing use of veto in UN. 

Those were the headlines when the 
Senate passed Senate Resolution 239. I 
can see the headlines when we pass the 
North Atlantic Pact. 

Senate clears way for arming of Europe. 

And probably a subheading: 
United States assumes obligation of re

arming democracies against Russian aggres
sion. 

Then perhaps there will be no further 
action at this session. Perhaps things 
will be allowed to cool off so Senators can 
forget the heated arguments as to 
whether or not those who vote for the 
pact obligate themselves also to vote for 
arms. Then, later, after the war-minded 
press has put on a big propaganda drive 
for arms to Europe, we will be told that 
of course there was a commitment and 
that now we must deliver or our country 
wrn lose face, just as we have been told 
about the present treaty, that we must 
ratify it or else suffer an irreparable loss 
of prestige. 

Frankly, Mr. President, I tried con
scientiously to convince my.self that I 
could vote for this pact without searing 
my conscience. I do not like to be pic
tured as a maverick. Even including my 
votes on foreign policy, my record of 
party regularity is excelled by few, if any, 
Senators. But these votes on foreign 
policy seem to have fl, way of standing out 
like a sore thumb. Nevertheless, I am go
ing to keep my record clear. When this 
vote is over I can still truthfully say that 
I have never compromised with my con
science and my best judgment on a single 
vote since I have been in the Senate. 
Always I have predicated my decision on 
what I believed to be best for my coun
try and its people. It is my firm resolve 
to adhere to that course so long as I may 
be privileged to serve in the United States 
Senate. 
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EXHIBIT A 
[From United States News and World Report 

·for March 25; 1949] 

WHAT WORLD THINKS- OF UNITED STATES: 

REPORT ON A 3-YEAR TOUR 

(An interview with Joseph Fromm, far east
ern editor, United States News and World 
Report) 
(EDITOR'S NoTE.-Joseph Fromm, far east

ern editor of United States News and World 
Report, l'las just returned to America after 
3 years o{ reporting that took him around 
the world. During his travels, Mr. Fromm 
watched the beginning and the growth of the 
American occupation in Japan. He was in 
China when the Communist sweep began, 
and he foretold the collapse of the Chiang 
Kai-shek government's control over millions 
of Chinese. ·In the last year, Mr. Fromm 
has been on hand for _ the fighting in Indo
nesia, the revolution in Indochina, the 
pro-Communist uprising in Malaya, the war
fare in Palestine and elsewhere. He has 
covered the "cold war" from Korea, through 
the Middle East, to Spain. Mr. Fromm is 
in the United States for a vacation before 
returning to his post in the Far East. The 
editors of United States News and World 
Report sat down with Mr. Fromm in . ·our 
conference rooms to discuss his impressions 
of the trend of world events. His opinions 
appear in the interview on these pages.) 

Question. How does it feel to be back, after 
all that traveling, Mr. Fromm? 

_Answer. -Fine. This country looks good. 
Question. What impressions did you get 

overseas? Do people think there is going 
to be a war? · 

. Answer. I found very little feeling of a 
prospect of war most places I went. That 
is true in Spain, for example. And it cer
tainly ii;i true in China. · There is little feel
ing out there about a war between America 
and Russia. 

Question. What about Iran? 
Answer. In Iran I found generally that 

the. people didn't think there would be a 
war. They were jittery, all right. They 
recognize that if there is a war any so-called 
containment policy won't contain any
body there. As far as effectively checking 
the Russians, that isn't even a prospect. 

We've been putting in $100,000,000 .worth 
o! military equipment-so-called surplus
and we gave it to them with & $10,000,000 
credit. They started trying to develop an 
Iranian Army. One of the men who is active 
in it told me that, if the Russians marched 
into Iran, the Iranian Army would run to 
the south. The only effective resistance 
might be in guerrilla warfare. 

Question. What is the biggest impression 
you got, over all? 

Answer. I think the outstanding impres
sion concerns America more than anyt hing 
else. People everywhere seem to think the 
American approach to world problems is out 
of date. From the representation of the 
State Department I got the impression, as I 
talked With them at embassies and such 
places, that the United States is playing 
with the world as though the countries were 
just chess pawns and there were no human 
beings involved. Lots of times the people 
don't seem to be taken into consideration 
at all. 

There seems to be a tendency to think you 
can buy nations. You can pour $2,000,000,-
000 into China, but you're not going to buy 
China. There is a revolution going on 
throughout Asia . It's a popular, mass revo
lution-right from the grass roots. But our 
policy, much of it anyway, is still based on 
the prewar status quo. That is the impres
sion of lots of people in Asia. 

AMERICA'S LOST PRESTIGE 

At the end of the war, I was :flabbergasted 
at the amount of American prestige. In Ma
laya, in Indonesia, people would p_ick me up 

and throw their arms amound me. In Indo
cl:.dna it was the same thing. They expected 
America to be the champion of Nationalist· 
movements. 

You can imagine the terrific let-down of 
these people when they decided Amer ica was 
on the side of the colonial powers. For in
stance, the Prime Minister of the Indonesian 
Republic told me: "America has bet rayed us. 
America is supporting the Dutch." I ran 
into the same thing in Indochina, where the 
people are fighting the French. 
· The Communists always are on the side of 

the Nationalist movements. In Indonesia, 
the Communist line is: "Th~ Americans have 
betrayed us. The Russians have agreed to 
trade with us. So you see who our friends 
are." 

Question. The Russians are trying to take 
ad ,rantage of the situation out there? 

Answer. I'd say, rather, t hat they have 
taken advantage of a historical situat ion and 
we have not. I don't credit their intelligence. 
I think the United States just failed to sense 
an opportunity. 

Once in Saigon I had a conversation with 
three young men who are fighting t:Q.e 
French. I asked one of them: "Why do you 
follow Ho Chi Minh. He's a Communist. 
Don't you realize what might happen to your 
country?" 

They were amused.. The man I was talk
ing to laughed at me and said: "You mean 
Ho Chi Minh is r. Nationalist? The French 
have destroyed every other Nationalist or
ganization ·here. ·we would rather have 
Indochina. ruled by a native Communist 
than ari Indochina ruled by the French." 

COMMUNIST ARGUMENTS IN CHINA 

Question. Where do they get the money 
and the instruments to spread this commu
nism? 

Answer. The point is~ it doesn't take 
much. , 

Take the little farmer in China who gets 
up at 5 in the morning and works until dark 
and after. He pays 50 to 60 percent of his 
crop in rent, another 20 percent in taxes, 
and then the army comes along and takes 
10 percent more. He sees no chance of a 
change. 

Then the Communists come along-:with 
no money whatsoever-and merely say: 
"Look. Why are you doing .this? Why 
don't you join us and fight for your rights 
here?" You don't need money to mobilize 
that. 

Another thing, in China the Communists · 
· got r>. lot of free guns and ammunition. It 

was Japanese stuff the Russians neglected 
to turn over to Chiang Kai-shek's National
ists. That lasted a few years. 

Now, though, I would say that 70 percent 
of the Communist equipment is American. 
I know of . one case Where the CommuniGts 
trapped a Nationalist army and got the 
equipment of 50,000 men. In Mukden, 
everybody lmew that the Nationalist troops 
and officers were selling their guns on the 
streets. In Tientsin, lots of guns were 
smuggled to the Communists. · 

Question. What's going to h appen to 
China now? 

Answer. I think the Communists are go
ing to set up a coalition government. 

Question. Dominated by Russia? 
Answer. To this extent: In international 

affairs. Communist China is going to co
operate with Russia because, after all, they 
probably reason that, if there is a war and 
Russia is defeated, then they lose too. But 
I think on internal affairs, the Communist s 
will not let Russia say: "Now, you will do 
this." 

Question. Could the United States have 
kept China? Or was the allegiance to Russia 
so strong that nothing could be done? 
An~wer. In the first place, I certainly 

think there was a possibility of preventing 
the Communists from taking over all of 

China. General Marshall, during bis mission 
out there, felt· that the. Communists dom
inated maybe a fourth of the country at that 
time and the Kuomintang-the Chiang Kai
shek Oovernment--,.had three-fourths. Gen
eral Marsh~U brought them together, but a 
lot of people think that the Kuomintang 
didn't want a coalition. 

People out-there say General Marshall did 
a marvelous job. But, unfortunately, he, had 
to leave at a critical period and the whol~ 
thing blew up. I think our policy after the 
Marshall mission was based on the idea that 
it was possible to crush the Chinese Commu
nists. But, actually, I don't think we co.uld 
have done it. They have too much popular 
support. They are too strong. 

Question. How important is China from 
the standpoint of peace in the world? 

Answer. Industrially, China is so backward 
that I can't think the country itself is any 
threat to peace. If one is thinking in terms 
of war, the fact that the Communists are 
taking over means Russia's Asiatic flank ta 
safe. But I don't think anybody is thinking 
about invading Russia through China. 

Politically, the situation might have the 
effect of heartening a lot of people in Asia. 
The people in Indochina, for instance. They 
may say: "Now we have a big brother to 
the north." Many people who weren't Com
munists before are going to think it might 
be a good idea to become Communists. -

Question. Will it have any etiect on Indi~? 
Answer. India is pretty remote from all 

this. I think it will remain neutral. . One 
thing, though-the Communists in India 
seem to have learned some lessons from the 
Communists in China. They have gotten 
into the labor unions, and they are pretty 
strong there. But I think they are counting 
on rural India to be the strength of their 
movement, as it was in China. · 

DOUBTS ABOUT JAPAN 

Question. What about Japan? 
Answer; Our new policy seems to be to for

get about reform and p1.1t recovery first in 
Japan. It seems to me the wtmary objective 
of United States policy in Japan is , first, to 
get Japan off the American dole and, sec
ondly, keep down the Communists. 

But almost everybody recognizes that a 
self-sufficient Japan requires the cooperation 
of the countries of Asia, particularly Man
churia. That is the main source of soy
beans, coal, iron ore, cotton, and wool. The 
whole Japanese economy in the past--Man
churia was the backbone of it. 

Manchuria is Communist now. They are 
not going to trade wi!h Japan. And the 
Chinese Communists are not going to co-· 
operate in trade -with Japan if there is any 
hint that America is building the place up as 
a military power. The same thing is true in 
the Philippines. It is political suicide there 
to advocate trade with Japan. 

The President of the Philippines was up
set about it when I talked with him. He 
said: "You're building up a reactionary 
Japan as a base against Russia. You're buy
ing dubious allies. We fear a resurgent 
Japan far more than we fear Russia." . 

I think these reactions are largely a result 
of our shift in policy during the last 18 
months. 

SHIFT IN UNITED STATES POLICY 

Question. Shift in what policy? 
Answer. The United States policy in the 

occupation. During the first year the main 
theme was that J apan had to be democra
tized. That was the basic policy. The break
ing up of the Zaibatsu (big monopolies) was 
one of the raajor things. But now I think 
we've scrapped the whole policy of zaibatsu 
d issolution. 

Question. There have been almost no 
reparations? 

Answer. That's right. Certainly it has 
been to a large extent Russia's fault. But 
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also on our part, we ·haven't desired to ha·ve 
reparations. 

There is a great conflict in our policy. On 
the one hand, the State Department says our 
only objective is to make Japan self-suffi
cient. But then a committee of engineers 
hired by the Army made its report on repa
rations and economic reconstruction, and 
people in Asia were :flabbergasted. This re
port came out and advocated the retention of 
.practically all prewar Japan's industrial ca
pacity-a capacity that the United States, in 
early policy, admitted included a tremen
dous amount of what they call ·obvious ex
cess capacity. 
· And people out there began ·to wonder. 
·If, as we had said · before, -so -much -industry 
·was , obvious excess, . why . was it suddenly 
necessary . to ·retain-it in -Japan _if our policy 
-is only to develop a self-sufficient and demo
cratic. country? 

Question. Is It possible the events in China 
·have caused a policy switch in Japan? 

Answer. Yes. I am sure that · we have 
·switched the emphasis in Japan as a result 
·of that. • Apparently we•haven't decided yet 
·What we want to · do. - In, other words~ one 
branch· of-·the Q&vernment · says · we · want 
·Japan to be self-sUlhcient, and then the Army 
indicates we want Japan to be a mil1tary 
tiase. - - · · · -

· · We've · got ' to ' decide· whether we want 
Japan as a military base. If we do, then ·I 
"think we'll have to subsidize the economy 
'indefinitely.· Because if that · ls United 
'States policy, we won't get the cooperation 
of China, or the Philippines, or Australia. 
"They are not going to assist in the develop_
ment of a ~ilitaristlc Japan. 

JAPANESE AS ALLIES? 

Question. In case a war came, would the 
Japanese people be -America's allies? 

Answer. I would say, the way th~ politi
cal trend in Japan ls going now, that in 5 
years you will see the working class v.iolently 
opposed to America, and the small group of 
politicians and .former war lords · on the side 

·of the United States. Whether the Japanese 
people would fight for us, I would say, is 
extremely questionable. Anyway, there 
would be a very effective fifth column, be
cause the Communists have some extremely 
capable leaders and they are well organized. 

We've already seen the results of the re
cent elections there, in which the Commu
nists made a relatively spectacular showing. 
That trend started quite a while ago. There 
was one case where a tax was imposed. It 
hit the workers pretty hard. The result was 
that there were strikes--which were 
banned-and the Socialists who had to apply 
the tax were accused of being antilabor. 
Feeling was such that a lot of workers turned 
to the Communists. 

One of the Communist leaders used to tell 
me: "Every time General MacArthur bans a 
strike we make votes." Of course, the Com
munists want to make the situation appear: 
"the Americans against the workers and the 
Communists," and I am inclined to believe 
they have pretty well succeeded. That is 
demonstrated by the election results. I 
think the trend of United States policy now 
will start pinching the farmers, so that in 
the next year or two the farmers will feel 
that they have no one to turn to except the 
Communists. 

Question. Are the Russians mixing into 
the Near East-Palestine business? 

Answer. Not very much. The Russians, 
for the last 25 years, have had a consistent 
policy in the Middle East. They've changed 
tactics, but the ultimate objective always 
has been the same; to dislodge the British 
and the French from the position on Rus-
sia's fiank. · 

Palestine showed that up. First, the Rus
sians supported the Zionists, then they op
posed them. · They supported the Arabs, and 

then they eupp0rted partition . . T.hey-always 
looked at it against the background o,.f what 
the British were doing at the time. Their 
idea has been to get Britain out, wherever 
possible. 

Question. Is there much Communist . in
filtration in the Near East and Middle East? 

Answer. Not a great .deal. In . Israel you 
have a small Communist Party. Of course, 
I have read stories that the Russians are 

. sending a lot of spies and such things, but 
I am very dubious of that. 

I would say that there is less prospect of 
communism in Israel than any country I 
have visited. There is ·1ess cla.ss conflict, for 
one thing, less..social.confiict . .. Labor relations. 
are .excellent because. the unions are part of 
the Government. The . workers have. a very 
:strong p9sit.ion . already, so t.he Communists 
have nothing to offer· tp~se .people. , 

I talked with . a lot of p~op~e there. ~y 
·supporting Israel consistently, the United 
States has achieved a position where the 
Israeli Government is pointed very much in 
the direction of America, both politically 
and economically. The party. that controls 

, the .Govex:nll).ent. favors y.rhat. its spolu~smeµ 
_call, "neutrality ·~ , In atper woJ.:ds they -Vl'.an,t 
to be friendly .both. with Russia and America, 
and deal with them .. I would . call. it a pro-

· American ·neutr'ality. · · 
Question. What about Arab countries? 
Answer. Practically. - all _ the exper.ts .I 

. talked with said there: is less prospect of 

.real. communism throughout. this whole .are11 
than. anywhere else. Among the Arabs, the 
real bar to communism is· the feudalistic, 
religious barrier. 

From Russia's point of view, she didn't 
have to be worried about adopting an all-out 

-pro-Israel policy. Slie probably didn't care 
if she embarrassed all the Communist 
Parties in all the Arab countries. For 25 
years they haven't been able to do anything, 
anyway. 

. The Communists are working along the 
lines of Russian foreign policy to get rid of 
foreign po'wers in the Middle East. That 
means Britain, France, America, etc., So 
you find the Communists collabor-ating with 

-the nationalists groups. You find them very 
active with the violently antiforeign move
ments. 

So far as United States policy is concerned, 
we don't have to worry about the Arabs cut
ting off the oil. As it has worked out-and 
as most of the people who have spent a lot 
of time there point out-the Arabs need us 
more than we need them. In Saudi Arabia, 
King Ibn Saud gets a lot of American dollars 
for his oil. He wasn't going to cut off the 
oil and bankrupt his country to fight over 
Palestine. 

I think the effect of the United States pol
icy in taking a position that was against the 
Arabs, or at least a position backing Israel, 
has put our relations with the Arab coun
tries on a very realistic basis. As far as the 
ordinary people of those countries are con
cerned, America's attitude doesn't mean a 
great deal. There isn't much popular opin-

· lon in those places. The Arab countries are 
far more backward than any others in Asia. 

And our policy in America lias shown the 
people who run · the Arab governments that 
they have to watch their step' more than we 
have to watch ours. In other words, they 
need our ·economic assistance, our trade, and 
our purchase of their oil, and they know it. 
The friendship of Israel ls probably as impor
tant as the friendship of all the other states 
collectively. Israel ts obviously there to stay. 
It is going to be the most dynamic country 
in the whole Middle East. 

Question. Did you get into Greece? 
Answer. Just for a day or two, on my way 

to Italy. 
Question. Then you. wound up in Spain? 
Answer. Yes. Madrid was my last long 

stop. 

- Question. After all that, what is your im
pression of United States policy? Are w~ 
-playing a lone hand in foreign relations or 
are we following the British? Just what are 
we trying to do? 

Answer. In the Near East at one time we 
followed the ·British. Now we are pretty well 
playing our own hand. , 

In Asia we just don't seem to have any 
consistent policy at all. People I've talked 
with feel it is a sort of policy of compromises, 
of half measures. This doesn't apply to 
western Europe maybe. But in Asia, the Mid
'dle East; and in Spain American policy has 

· been negative almost universally. 
QuestiGn. Wfj, ·al'e ·· putting ·UP · a lot of 

·money ,. -ar-entt .we?-- - -
,, Answer. 'Pbat's just· it , - Amer·ica -is spend
·tng. billions, . apparently :-with the idea that 
~we · can buy world support with our money. 
But the chances are it will mean spending 

·money indefinitely· because the people them-
· Selves are offered 'nothing very dramatic. ; 
- For instance, a worker · in Italy has been 
getting 200 grams. of -bread a day . . If .we did 

·not go in .and help- he. would be cut. to 150. 
-But -heAa.n.ot much. impressed-with the' fact .. 
that he still gets . 2on grams_ That isn't 

.going to turn him aga'inst communism. 
What is going to turn him against com

:munism is 1f he gets 300 grams of bread a 
-day--and has . a reasonable -ta~ system or a 
reasonable land system-that's· the sort of 
·thing that will per~uade him' 

CASH VERSUS PERSU'ASION' 

Question. That costs, too, doesn't it? 
Answer. Yes. My point is nothing is being 

done to persuade the people. One might say 
. ~hat tpe United States bought off Italy last 
year in the. election over there. But the fact 

.re~ai:qi. that .nothing has been done yet _ to 
persuade the 30 percent of the people or so 
who voted Communist to vote against the 
Communists next time. So, to make any 
headway, we have ta buy them again. 

Question. If we didn't put dollars in 
China, in Italy, and Greece-if we gave noth
ing but moral support to the people who are 
opposing Communists--could these anti
communists win? Some people in the 
United s ·tates get frightened every time the 
Communists make the slightest gain. 

Answer. That's it. lt seems to me the 
great danger is that the United States will 
get so terrified as its policies backfire in some 
parts of the world and the Communists take 
over, that we might do things that are auda
cious to the point where they will be provok
ing._ 

The Russians go in and back the Com.:. 
munist Party whether the Communists are in 
power or not. They go along with the revo
lutionary movement. Most people today 
are a great neutral mass. They can see no 
reason to support America and no particular 
reason to support the Communists. They 
are not going to fight Communists 1f they 
come in, and they are not going to fight 
on America's side to throw Communists out. 

Question. What do you think about 
Spain? · 

Answer. Franco is wooing us now, but it is 
on his terms. I calculate it would mean an 
expenditure of $2,000,000,000 to make Spain 

· an effective ally, and what would you have 
after you spent the $2,000,000,000? 

Anybody who goes in to help Franco now 
has to take Franco as he is. When we sug
gest reforms, people in his government 
always say: "Our economic situation is so 
delicate that if we do anything it might 
cause unrest and we would have nothing to 
fall back on. But if you came over wi~h 
$200,000,000 or $500,000,000, then we would be 
able to consider these things." 

The idea seems to be that once you're in 
you can't get out. And once you're in they 
don't have to do anything to keep you in. 
Some of the men over there are talking them
selves into a conviction that if we don't give 



9790 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 
them economic assistance, there will be riots 
and the Communists w111 ta:ke over. 

I just don't believe it. I have not found 
a single well-informed member of our em
bassy staff there who sees any prospect of a 
civil war in Spain. They say in the whole 
history of Spain there has never been a rev
olution as a. result of hunger. 

COST OF AID TO sPAIN 

As f::>.r as Franco being an ally, I think what 
the United States would wind up with is 
this: We would spend a lot of money to build 
up his economy. But the economy obviously 
couldn't support a country that was on the · 
alert for war. Therefore. we would constantly 
be required to subsidize Spam's domestic 
~onomy. Indefinitely. It wouldn't be a 
6-year program. It weuld be a. 10-year pro
gram, or 15. Even so, what would we wind 
up with? 

The Spanish people still, despite the ab
sence of a. more positive America:n policy, 
are very definitely pro-American. Many of 
these people do not like Franco. .They have 
no hope whatsoever of getting any aid. 
Therefore, any aid you put bl-even though 
it might prevent the wheat ration fn>m be
ing reduced-wouldn't have enough dramatic 
eftect to convince the people it was. good. 
Because, the price they would be paying 
would be their last hope of getting rid of 
':frail-CO. 

The hope of getting rid of Franco stems 
from the prospect that the Spanish economy 
will deteriorate to the point wher~ the people 
around FFaneo will decide that American 
aid is so imperative they will compel him to 
step down. It's di.ft!cult to predict whether 
this prel'ISure would force Franco out. It ts 
a •ery distinct possibility, but Franco's re
tirement would not really solve the Spanish 
problem. 

Question. One thing ls clear anyway: 11Je 
world really seems to be in a mess, doesn't it'? 

An&wer. That's rlght--quite a mess. 

ExHIBIT B 
[From Newsweek for May 30, 1949] 

&>UTH AslA: 'WHERE AND How AllrlEJlICA 
l.osE& FRIENDS 

(As tile shadow of Communist· China falls 
over south Asia, the feeling of south Asian 
peopl8- about. the U-nited State~ will play 
a large part in shaping future events. Three 
years ago when he toured the area for News
week, Associate Editor Harold Isaacs found 
America and Americans held in llighest re
gard. Here is what he found on a recent 

· 21wing back through the same countries:) 
Pak Kromo-, who farms a small patch on 

the edge of a town in Java, was on his way 
to market. He had been walking along the 
road, his back slightly bent, balancing two 
baskets of vegetables. He had just set them 
down and squatted. to- rest--a small, hard, 
brown, preoccupied man with a seamed face 
and betel-stained teeth. He looked up with 
half-suspicious curiosity when we stopped to 
talk. Like most farmers, Pak Kromo did not 
like nosy strangers. . 

But he returned our greeting. After a few 
minutes of talk he pointed at me and asked 
my friend: "He's not a blonda (Dutchman) , 
is he?" My friend laughed, "How did you 
know?" he asked. "He seems polite," said 
Pait Kromo. 

My irtterpreter explained that I was an 
American who wanted to know what he 

' thought about things. Pak Kromo looked me 
over, suspiciously but with a squint of inter
est. "An American?" he repeated. "What 
would an American want to know from me?" 

"rd l:ike to know what you think America 
has to do with yoUT affairs," I said. Pak 

' Kromo said nothing. He pulled a shert blade 
of grass and put it in his mouth. Finally he 
15aid: "The Americans are helping the Dutch." 

"How?" I wanted to known. 
Pak Kromo- spit out the piece of grass and 

plucked another. "America 1s the most 

powerful country in the world. Holland ts a 
small country being helped by America, isn't 
it?u I nodded. "Then how could Holland~" 
he almost shouted, "make-war unless America 
helped her do it?" 

As Pait Kromo shouldered his load again, 
the interpreter looked at me quizzically, then 
laughed. ''Most of us would put it the other 
way around," he said. ''-We'd say that Hol
land wouldn't be able to make war against 
us here if the United States- really acted to 
keep her from doing so. But I think we un
derstand more about America in Java now 
than we did 3_ years ago. We were pretty fool
ish then." 

VANISHING DREAM 

Thr'ee years before there had been 1a dizzy 
dream a'bout the United States almost every
where in South Asia. America was. powerful 
enough to conquer the oceans, cleave the 
moun.tains, and crush the Japanese. Ame.i:i
cans were coming as friends and partners 
not as rulers. They would help make a brave 
new worid in which Asians would play an 
equal role. 

That dream has gone now. with hardly a 
trace remaining except perhaps in the acute 
disappointment and hard-dying hopes that 
underlie the feeling ·about America every
where. There are still not a few would-be 
fri~nds who almost wistfulfy want to know 
when Am'ericans will realize that friendship 
is a two-way street. But now it is Pak Kromo, 
with his squint and his simplification of 
complex events, wb:o· best s~s up the com
m.on attitude. It came in varied accents, in 
hostile or tired voices, tn diplomatic phrases 
or in plain speech, but. it was almost always 
the same compound of con!Usioµ, mistrust, 
and outright hostility. 

Confusion: In Jogjakarta, the occupied 
Indonesian Republican capital, a young In
donesian woman said: "I wonder what Amer
ica really wants?' The United states backed 
the Dutch in their first police action. I'm 
sure of that. Now the Americans are talk
ing tn the tJN against the Dutch. What lies 
behind it? Maybe I .tust don't understand. 
America is the country, of big business and 
I think maybe- all Americans really wa:nt 
is proftts.'" 

- In IncHa, Jal Prakash Narayan, leader of the 
Socialist Party, knows America better than 
most of his countrymen. He worked his way 
through an American college and wandered 
an toot around the country during hi8 vaca:
tlons. He 1& today perhaps the st9utest op
ponent in India of Communist totalitarian
ism. But Jai Prakash cannot make sense of 
American aC'lls in south .Asra.. "I know Amer
icans are sincere and well-meaning', but I 

· don't know tf I understand what America 
is up to in Asia. Americans don't seem very 

· clear themselves-, &Ed T wonder if they know 
· the price they are- going to have to pay for 
this- confuston." · 

Mistrust: A young Malay natf<>nalist.. said: 
"Every time there Is an fssue affecting a 

. colon!-al people. in the UN,.. the United States 
end.It up on the side oft the. colonial coun-

• tries . . Russia always aeems to end up_ on the 
other side, making Bussta seem_ our cham
pion, working for us. What eonelusions are 
we to draw from this?" 

"Tell me," said a dark-skinned Tamil from 
South IncUa, "I understand that in America 
dark-skinned people must live Onlj in. cer
tain places and go to certain school~ Is 

-that true?" 
"Americans are friendly, democratic chaps," 

said a Chinese in Malacca. on the Malayan 
f coast. "But when it comes to people wi,th 
difl'erent color skins. thej treat us either as 
curiosities or as · inferior bel.ngs. At lea.at 
with the BJ;itish we~ve always. known where 
we stood. They were always the master race. 
But they- never talked as much about democ
racy as the Americans do. Isn't this really a 
case of social schizophrenla?•L 

'"We're beginning to think that both Amer
ica and Russia are poison for us," said a Japa
nese natlonali~t youth leader. "America 

. -
didn't show a :fltcker- of any real support for 
us until we had our Communist revolt. Then 
there was- -some- excitement a~ct your repre
sentative in the UN, Jessup, made strong anti
Dutch speeches. Maybe if we drum.med up a 
real Communist movement here, we'd get 
some real American help, only too late." 

VANISHING FRIENDS 

There are friends of the United States 
among some of the leaders in south Asia. 
But they have a way of turning up chiefly 
among politicians attached to corrupt and 
unpopular- regimes, as in Siam and the Phil
ippines, or among ambitious businessmen 
bent on transplanting th& free-enterprise 
system to their countries. The more impor
tant moderate- nationalist leaders have to be 
sensitive to popular sentiment and are much 
less willing to call themselves pro-American 
in world affairs. 

In India-the most important of these ls 
probably Jawaharlal Nehru. Prime Minister 
of India . . Nehru is a volatile intellectual 
more at home among emotional enthusiasms 
than among hard facts. A great and per
suasive exponent. of individual freedom, 
Nehru has l:Ultil quite :rec~tly retained many 
10-year-old illus-ions abofft Russian "democ
racy." As a. lifelong anti-imperialist and one
time Socialist, he still has a deep mistrust of 
American capitalism, which he remembers as 
the firm ally of the Bliitish Raj. 

Today these ideas are subject to the pres.
sures of Nehru's new position. In Indian 
affairs he is allied with big business inter
ests. He has been repelled and angered by 
the disloyal tactics of. ,the Indian Commu
nists. His ideas about Russia have be.en mo.d
ified. He is drawn westward, as his nego
tiation of a new formula to keep India as a. 
republie-lin the Commonwealth clearly shows. 
At the same time he retains his Blistruat of 
the race-superiority complex of the West and 
he wants, -if possibl~. to keep his country 
clear of t.he west's conflicts. Hence his policy 
of neutrality: in the cold wax. 

Ih Ind0nesta = President Soekarno of the 
. Indonesian Re.public and most ot his min
isters still U~t themselves, a little sadly and 
w,earily, as friends of the United Statea. 
They wish that .American friendship for their 
cause were consistent enough t.o gtlll t:he 
angry Cl'ities among t:nek own fgllowers who 
charge that they; have conceded too much to 
the Dutch at American behe.st. 

One of these critics. today is former Premier 
Sutan Sj.ahrir, who probably reflects mo11e 
accurately th.an_ the inc·.llll"":ent leaders the 
state of mind. among Re.publicans. He has 
lost the faith in which. he once negotiated 
with the Out<:h under Anglo-American and 
UN a.uspices~ A potent sideline influence, he 
ls sensitive to. the mood of the younger Re
publican:· who now often ~y something like 

rthis: "We'll get our freedom by fighting for 
it, not by wafting for America. to help us get 
it. If our leaders. don't see it that way, we'll 
find other leaders." 

In MalaY.a: Here the United Sta tea fs 
viewed mainly as the buyer of tin and rubher 
and as such a supporter of continued British 
control over the unresolved confifcts of 
Malays and Chinese. The most vociferous 
critics of America are. ironically; enough, not 
,Chinese or Malays lmt British rubber plant
ers, indignant over what they call an Ameri-
can synthetic-rubber conspirac'.'7 to keep nat
ural-rubber prices unprofitably low. 

In Burma: Only the most conservative 
older µolit1c1.ans are frankly pro-American, 
bu'; they are entirely out of the political pic_
ture, in which. all the active political factions 
are generally- leftist and share a widespread 
suspicion of the United states as a capitalist 
colossus. 

In the Phtltppines: In this common wealth, 
formally independent of American rule only 

·stnee 1946, it is mm a poI1t1cal liability to be 
tagged as pro-American. In the involved 
party and clique rtvalries, almoS'tr every man 
who aspires to political power must insist 

• 
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that he will seek revision or abrogation of 
the independence provisions giving Ameri
cans equal privileges with Filipinos in ex
ploitation of the country's resources. Al
though few Americans have availed them
selves of these special privileges, the act 
nettles most Filipinos. 

Perhaps the most striking index to Filipino 
feeling is the fact that the leading contender 
for the Presidency is Jose P. Laurel, who was 
puppet president under the _Japanese. His 
greatest appeal to the public, aside from his 
reputed incorruptibility, is the fact that he 
is and always has been anti-American. 

EXHIBIT C 
[From the Washington Evening Star for 

July 15, 1949] 
OPPOSITION TO ATLANTIC PACT SEEN DUE TO 

LACK OF CANDOR B'Y STATE DEPARTMENT 
(By Constantine Brown) 

Lack of candor on the part of the State 
Department and its spokesmen in the Senate 
as to the real meaning of the Atlantic Pact 
lies at the bottom of the increased opposi
tion to the pact's ratification. The admin
istration hopes,, however, that ratification 
will be completed some time early next week. 

The battle was seriously joined when Sen
ate proponents of the pact decided that in
troduction of a limitation, as proposed by 
Senator WHERRY, of Nebraska, Republican 
floor leatler, would require that the signa
tories rewrite the treaty. 
· The Nebraskan proposed that the treaty, 
when ratified, should not be construed as 
an obligation on the part of the United 
States to provide arms and ammunition to 
the other signatories of the pact. He in
sisted that any proposal to appropriate 
money for Europe's rearmament should be 
independent of the treaty, and that the 
Senate should not assuine even a moral obli
gation to pass such appropriations simply 
because it had ratified the pact. 

PACT MUST HA VE FORCE 
The fact is that, regardless of the language 

in the treaty binding the new western coali
tion, the pact will be nothing but an expres
sion of pious wishes unless it is backed by 
adequate military force to meet any attack 
from an aggressor-that is to say, Soviet 
Russia. · 

No international agreement, treaty, or pact 
of the character of the Atlantic alliance can 
be effective unless it is backed by strong 
military force. This unpleasant, but at the 
same time inescapable, truth has been 
glossed over by the State Department, as well 
as the Atlantic Pact's strong defenders in 
the Senate, both of whom preferred to hide 
behind sophisms rather than admit the whole 
truth and the implications of the treaty. 

Western Europe is not in a position today 
to provide its own heavy weapons; not only 
is its industry unprepared for such produc
tion but it is highly questionable whether 
the workers in its metallurgical ·industries 
would be willing to produce at the critical 
moment. 

It is true that communism is receding in 
western Europe as a result of American help. 
But that does not mean that it has become 
.a negligible factor. 'f'he Communists are 
particularly strong in those industries which 
can produce tanks, planes, and motors. The 
recent 24-hour stril{e of workers in the Ital
ian metallurgical industry is sufficient proof 
of Communist strength. 

COSTS OF PRODUCTION 
Theoretically, the western European na

tions-Britain, France, Italy, and Belgium
should be able before long to produce mod
ern military equipment much more cheaply 
than it can be produced in this country. 
Again, theoretically, the cost to the Ameri
can taxpayers of armed aid to Europe would 

be cut just about in half 1f the equipmept 
were produced on the other side of the 
Atlantic. 

The equipping of a full division with mod
ern war apparatus costs about $400,000,000 
in this country, while in continental Europe 
it would cost less than $250,000,000. But the 
Communists are so strong in the labor unions 
whose members would be required to produce 
the weapons that the various European gov
ernments do not feel at present that they 
can be sure of the continuous production 
which is necessary to organize 25 European 
divisions in the next 5 years. 

If these facts had been made plain by the 
State Department and its Senate spokesmen, 
1f the Senators had been told frankly that 
only after the democratic governments have 
really consolidated their position through 
American economic and political assistance 
can they expect to start military reconstruc
tion, the present discussions would have been 
avoided. 

EXHIBIT D 
[From the Washington Evening Star for July 

16, 1949] 
DULLES IN STATE DEPARTMENT DISFAVOR AFTER 

CHARGES OF ARTIFICIAL ALARM 
(By Constantine Brown) 

Senator DULLES is in the doghouse as far 
as the State Department is concerned. 

In the course of his maiden speech last 
Tuesday, advocating ratification of the At
lantic Pact, he volunteered the highly inter
esting information that during the recent 
Paris conference it had been suggested by 
some western European leaders that the 
American people be kept "artificially 
alarmed" over the threat of a Soviet ag
gression ·in order to assist passage of the 
Atlantic Pact in the Senate. 

This proposition, Senator Dulles added on 
the Senate floor, was ·naturally rejected by 
Secretary of State Acheson and his advisers. 

This indiscretion on the part of Senator 
DULLES, who attended most of the secret 
meetings held in Paris last · month, caused 
many Senators to wonder whether the re
ports from "highly qualified quarters" in the 
spring and summer of 1948, when there was 
a s_trong expectation tiiat the Russians were 
about ready to attack western Europe, were 
not prompted by similar political motives. 

~EPORTS UNSUBSTANTIATED 
Some Senators in the Armed Services Com

mittee recall that no positive substantiation 
of those reports could be given them in exec
utive sessions by the intelligence services of 
the armed forces. The officers who appeared 
were cautious, saying only that while our 
own information agents could detect only 
minor troop movements, the bulk of the 
alarming information came from the intelli
gence services of western European coun
tries, who frequently have better and more 
nume;rous sources than we have. 

It was due to these alarming reports-to 
some extent, at least-that Congress voted 
large appropriations for the military estab
lishment and approved the Air Force 70-
group proposal, which later was reduced to 
48 groups at the request of Defense Secretary 
Johnson himself. 

While the State Department will make no 
denial of Senator DULLES' remarks, off-the
record explanations are available. For in
stance, it is said-not for quotation or at
tribution-that scare stories about Soviet 
troop concentrations were correct. They 
followed the Russian cold-war pattern, after 
Moscow had decided to enforce a blockade on 
Berlin and believed that we would be un
able to combat such a blockade. 

The official sources add that not only we 1n 
the United States, but also the French and 
British Governments, despite public state
ments to the contrary by their respective 

foreign ministers, were on pins and needles 
over when the blow from the East would 
come. 

It was at that time, long before the Brit
ish evolved the idea for an Atlantic Pact, that 
the western European nations made their 
first approach for arms and ammunition from 
the United States to equip their manpower 
for resistance to a Russian attack. Repre
sentatives of the British and French general 
staffs came to Washington quietly to discuss 
the situation with our military leaders and 
suggest some ways of getting armament. 

MADE CLEAR BY LAW 
When it was made clear that the law gov

erning the European recovery program did 
not permit money to be spent on armament, 
some imaginative Frenchman suggested that 
tanks and antiaircraft artillery" could be sent 
under the label of farm machinery. 

It was at that time that the State Depart
ment approached some Senate leaders with 
the idea that the administration ask Con
gress to appropriate about $1,000,000,000 to 
rearm forces of the newly created western 
bloc. 

Senator VANDENBERG, it ls said, doused the 
idea with cold water. He told the State 
Department that unless there was some po
litical treaty to provide a basis for such a 
request, the demand for appropriations to 
rearm Europe .at that time would have no 
chance of passing the House and Senate. 

On the advice of the chairman of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee the 
matter was dropped. The western European 
governments undoubtedly were informed 
about the "trend" in Congress, and the idea 
of an Atlantic Pact is believed to have sprung 
from that information. 

Nevertheless, the State Department feels 
that the indiscretion of Senator DULLES
who used on the Senate floor information 
which he gained as a delegate to the Paris 
Conference-will injure seriously the White 
House's request for appropriations for the 
arming of western Europe, which the depart
ment considers to be essential implementa
tion of the Atlantic Pact. 

EXHIBIT E 
[From the Washington Times Herald] 

"NEW HITLER AROUSES GERMANS AS> OLD 
ONE Dm 

(Here is the first full story of postwar 
Germany's "new Hitler," a young war vet
eran acclaimed by his followers as a succes
sor to Der Fuehrer.) 

(By Irving R. Levine) 
WOLFSBURG, Germany, July 18.-The only 

man since Hitler who has roused Germans 
to the verge of the old-time "hell" hysteria 
is making it plain his enforced retirement is 
just a temporary thing. 

Occupation officials are bearing his name 
in mind. He ls Werner Wolfgang Falck, 
considered so dangerous the British military 
government kicked him out of politics. 

They are reluctantly convinced he has in 
him the making of this generation's Fuehrer 
and they see epitomized in him the ultra
nationalistic spirit that marked Germany for 
more than a century. 

EXPELLED FROM WOLFSBURG 
Falck's p·ower as leader of the "German 

Rightist party" in the British zone was cut 
short last April when occupation officers 
banned the three-year old movement and 
expelled Falck from Wolfsburg, biggest city 
in Gifhorn county and site of his party's 
main strength. 

By ousting him from the area, the British 
aimed at the roots of the movement. 

It was estimated he had 125,000 followers 
when the young war hero retired to tend his 
garden among the bombed ruins of Goet
tingen. He spends his time now studying 
for a doctor of philosophy degree. 
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Until his at least temporary eclipse, Falck 

bore for many observers an uncomfortable 
resemblance-in manner if not in appear
ance-to Hitler in Der Fuehrer's early days 
in Munich. · 

Falck has a head start on Hitler. The 
Nazi leader was 34 when he whipped to
gether the nucleus of his brown-shirted 
zealots in· Munich in 1923. The tall, blond 
and well-built Falck is only 25. Like Hitler, 
he gesticulates wildly, shouting, raising his 
voice to shattering crescendoes, using every 
obvious device of soap-box rabble-rousing· 
oratory to incite his audience. 

It paid off for him, for a time. In Wolfs
burg, founded by Hitler in 1938 as a. manu
facturing city, crowds cheered Falck wildly. 
Last November his party won 16 of 25 va
cant town council seats. 

AVOIDED NAZI LINE 

To keep the British satisfied, Falck de
liberately steered from the stigma of iden.: 
tlfying himself with Nazisim. He argued 
·that the only way to avoid a resurgence of 
Nazism was to follow him. 

One British official wondered: "How that 
fits in with the way he spoke, and the things 
he stood for, is beyond me." 

Just as Hitler had the "trademark" of a 
mustache, so cleanshaven, fair, six-foot-two 
Falck grew one for himself. Out of respect 
to what he terms the "mistreated" German 
war veteran. he capitalized on his military 
record-he was wounded on the Russian 
front--and adopted black boots, black 
breeches and a cane as his patent. 

Wolfsburg, whose postwar population has 
been swelled by embittered prisoners of war, 
has been a constant worry for the British. 
Even after the official death of his party, 
ballots were marked with such slogans as 
"We'll vote for the German Rightist party 
or none,' ' and "Give us back our Fuehrer, 
Adolf Hitler." 

In this atmosphere, Falck repeatedly 
hawked this program: 

1. Only Nazis guilty of actual crimes, pun
ishable in courts, should be tried. 

2. No large-scale denazification. 
3. No punishment for political convictions 

or political errors. 
4. German war veterans should be honored 

for th&ir service to the fatherland. 
5. Restore the house of Hohenzollern. 
6. No land reforms; industrial monopolies 

are undesirable. 

ExHmIT F 
[From United States News and World Report 

of July 8, 1949} 
WHY WAR SCARE Is ENDING: RUSSIA'S SHIFT 

TO DEFENSIVE 
(Reported from London, Paris and Washing• 

ton) 
Russian · armies are not ready to move. 

Military planning inside the Kremlin points 
to defense now, not to attack. · 

Emphasis is off combat troops, air and 
naval raiders. Soldiers are doubling as con
struction workers. 

Russia can muster world's biggest armies. 
But Stalin, impressed with United States in
dustrial power, is less inclined to pick a ftght. 

War no longer is entering into the day-to
day calculations of diplomats and politicians 
in the United States or in western Europe. 
At this season, when war should develop if 
it were going to occur in 1949, the atmosphere 
is calmer than at any time since 1946. 

Responsible omcials agree that the west 
can take no chances and must keep its 
powder dry. Nobody in the west claims to 
have a pipe line into . the Kremlin, where a 
few men make Russia's decisions. But 
ecares about war which give a sense of 
urgency to military preparations are lacking 
now. 
· Russia, diplomatically, is on the defensive, 
The impression of change is reflected in the 

interview on page 30 with John· Foster Dulles, 
United States delegate to the conference of 
foreign ministers at Paris. In addition, the 
change is showing up in military matters. 
Britain is trimming military manpower 
somewhat. The United States Congress ls 
showing less of an urge to' give the military 
services all they want. Russia's military 
moves also appear to indicate plans for de.: 
fense rather than aggressive intentions. ' 

At home and in eastern Europe, Russia's 
military activity, over all, suggests that the 
Kremlin is worried about holding what it 
already has rather than about trying to get 
more territory by using or showing force. 

Military evidence of Russia's intentions 
for the years just ahead is hard to pin down. 
The Soviet dictatorship is more secretive 
about everything in general and military 
matters in particular than any othe.r govern
ment ln the world. On the best available 
evidence, however, these are the facts: 

Manpower under arms in Russia totals 
close to 4,000,000. Four out of every 200 
Rttssians are in uniform, a8 compared to 2.3 
out of every 200 AmericaJ:lS. Most Americans 
in uniform, however, are volunteers, whereas 
only about 25 percent of the Russian total are · 
professional soldiers, sailors, or airmen. The 
rest are conscripts serving under Russian 
laws of universal military service. In addi
tion, Russia is counting on upward of 1,000,-
000 men in the armed forces of its satellite. 
states in eastern Europe. 

Russia's armed forces are the largest in 
the world excepti11g only the civil-war armies 
or China. For Russia, this is nothing new. 
Since 1900, Russia has maintained the world's 
largest peacetime force. Now that the 
United States has 1,625,000 in uniform, few 
of . them draftees, Russia may consider her 
peacetime armed forces stabilized at 4,Q00,-
000. One ·year's class of conscripts in Russia 
runs about 1,000,000. Service of 2 to 3 years 
is required of all Russians. 

The land army of Russia is the world's 
strongest. Some 3,000,000 soldiers are or
ganized into six armies and nearly 200 di
visions. About half these divisions, includ
ing 450,000 politically elite troops of the 
MVD, troops comparable to Nazi Germany's 
SS troops, are fairly well equipped and armed. 

Disposition of thes·e forces at present does 
not suggest that RussiA. is planning to attack 
the west. There may be 30 R,ussian divisions 
in eastern Germany, perhaps 20 more in the 
rest of Soviet-occupied Europe. But the 
bulk of the· Soviet land army is in European 
Russia between Poland and the Urals. Many 
of these troops are kept busy at nonmilitary 
jobs, building Government housing, dams, 
roads, and the like. A major objective in the 
Soviet armed forces is to train conscripts 
from rural areas to drive trucks, handle 
simple tools, and do jobs that will enable 
them to flt into Russia's expanding industry. 

Naval forces of Russia are weak, very weak 
in relation to United States and British sea 
power. Russia has only one small aircraft 
carrier building and none afioat. Russian 
battleships ate obsolete, cruisers are few in 
number. Emphasis in the Russian Navy 1s 
on submarines. Russia has about 250 sub
marines, of which perhaps 125 are equipped 
with the scbnorkel underwater breathing 
device. More are building. The undersea 
fleet is a challenge to surface fleets of other 
nations in the event of war, but Russia has 
no ocean transport for her own forces. 

Air forces of the Soviet Union are strong in 
jet-propelled fighters and interceptors, weak 
in long-range strategic bombers. That means 
Russia is ·strong in air defense, weak in air 
attack. Russia is believed to have about 
18,000 mmtary planes, . both combat and 
utility, on the active list, with perhaps 15,-
000, mainly obsolet~. in reserve. The United 
States lists 17,290 planes on the active list 
and about 15,000 in reserve. But figures on 
numbers of planes tell littl~ of comparative 
strength. 

·Russia's strategic-bomber section is just 
over a year old and may have as many as 1,000 
bombers of the B-29 type. The United States 
Air Force has about 2,800 B-29's in use and 
in storage. But Russia is still bUllding B-29's· 
while the United States is flying the B-50, a.· 
much better plane, and has about 50 B-36 
6-engine bombers which can fi.y from Alaska 
to any point in Russia and back again. There 
is nothing to indicate that Russia has planes· 
to match these. 

Arms production in Russia is high in some 
fields, low in others. Over all, production 
appears to be geared to arms and support for 
a big land army, not an air or sea. striking 
force. Tank output remains high, and the 
Russian heavy tank is considered the world's 
best. Artillery production is high, too. Rus
sia is taking some guns· from the Skoda works 
in Czechoslovakia, distributing the rest to 
the armies Moscow can expect to obey Rus
sian orders in eastern Europe. Plane produc
tion is from 8,000 to 12,000 a year. 

In such arms as guided missiles, rockets, 
and the like, Russia appears to be trailing the 
United States, but not by much. Germari 
factories that made guided missiles fell into 
Soviet hands at the end of World War Ii 
and German techniclans now are working 
for Russia. 

But there are gaps in Russla's military 
machine that suggest that Russia does not 
plan aggressive war. 

Transport, · for example, is in bad con
dition from the industrial areas of the 
Urals ~nu Moscow to Russia's European 
borders. There is no indication that Rus
sia is building the kind of transport net
work needed for aggressive war, the kind 
of roads that Nazi Germany built before 
World War II. Instead, Russia's planner~ 
aJ>pear to be deliberately leaving transport 
on her west so weak, as a defensive measure, 
that the country's industry is sutiering. 

Spending for war in Russia is going to take 
about 15.1 percent of the national income 
of the Soviet Union in 1949, whereas the 
United States, for the year beginning July 1, 
is likely to spend only about 7 percent of the 
national income. But there is much guess• 
work, there are many imponderables, in such 
figures. The United States counts on private 
industry, working for consumers' peacetime 
needs, to build up industrial power that, if 
necessary, could be used for war. Russia, 
with an industry run by government, has no 
such reserve and cannot match the United 
States level of industrial production. 

Military conclusions based on available 
facts and much deduction, are that Russia 
is not likely to risk an aggressive war when 
United States industrial capacity is so far 
ahead. Most of Russia's military preparations 
appear to be defensive, not aggressive. Mili
tary men in the west know that 13 men in 
the Kremlin could send Russia to war to
morrow if they chose. They know, too, that 
Russia's plans depend on the extent of the 
econt>mic slump currently developing in the 
United States. Over all, however, the feeling 
in the west is that t~e chances of peace just 
ahead are better than at any time since the 
end of World War II. 

ExHIBIT G 

RENEGOTIATE THE NORTH ATLANTIC PACT 

CmCAGO, ILL., July 7, 1949. 
To the United States Senate: 

Identlflcation: Native American; veteran 
of both World WaTs (a major in Air Force 
last time) ; lawyer; long-time outspoken· foe 
of communism and Communists and their 
evil aims and practices here and abroad; 
a close student of foreign policy and related 
military matters, incident to my years of 
writing and lecturing on this subject; a 
stanch advocate of the American tradition 
of fairness and candor in international deal
ings. For. fuller statement of background 
and views against the pact see pagea 1235-63, 
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part 3, records of hearings . of the Connally 
committee. 

The pact should be renegotiated tn fair
ness to all peoples concerned, including the 
American people, and to create a sound basis, 
in clear, mutual understanding, for any 
all1ance to be made; in part for the fol
lowing reasons which are supported by over
whelming factual evidence and authorita
tive opinions. To ratify it "as ls" is to build 
on sand. 

1. To make Europe secure against invasion 
by Russia, not merely to promise postoccupa
tion liberation, is America's obligation under 
the pact-the understanding on the basis of 
which our President, State Department, and 
military leaders negotiated it and other gov
ernments signed it. Contrary pretensions 
are belied by the facts and work a fraud on 
the American people; just as any American 
intention not to live up to this obligation, 
if the pact is ratified, will work a fraud on, 
victimize the other peoples involved. It's 
the pact's very heart. 

2. No European government would hi;tve 
signed the pact without such assurances; 
least of all the shaky Queuille regime of 
France. As he said early this year, France 
(like Europe) wants security against inva
sion because any "• • • liberation by 
America would be liberating a corpse • • • 
15 days, even, after the invasion will be too 
late • • •" (to save all non-Communist 
leaders of western Europe civilization from 
liquidation). 

3. The British government has a different, 
superior role regarding the pact; which ful
fills partly the Churchill-Roosevelt secret 
agreement, made at their August 1941 Atlan
tic Charter meeting, that British-United 
States forces would police the postwar world. 
They then contemplated that the UN was 
sure to be futile and would be used to this 
end (just as Russia was certain to seek to 
use it to her opposing ends) . In 1945, the 
Attlee regime agreed; Bevin telling Parlia
ment (Nov. 7): "* * • Britain's pol
icy is to keep on policing the world as 
she has always tried to do-until a league 
of nations is developed which can be trusted 
with the atomic bomb • • • ." This 1941 
deal was confirmed by the Churchill-Truman 
pronouncement, in effect, of the then al
ready working British-United States global 
military alliance, at their March 1946, Fulton, 
Mo., appearance (which had· been arran&ed 
6 months earlier-about VJ-day); following 
by only a few days Secretary of State Byrnes 
announcement of the new "get tough with 
Russia" policy, in a speech reportedly talked 
over with Churchill at their pi:ivate meeting 
in Florida 2 weeks earlier. The other pact 
signers, mostly Britain's old allies, are subor
dinate under this primarily British-United 
States alliance; which fulfills Britain's plans, 
dating far back (even to Canning's scheme, 
in 1823, which the unilateral Monroe Doc
trine negated) to utilize America's power in 
furtherance of British imperial interests and 
unchanging balance-of-power aims and pol
icies in the Old World. To marry America 
to Britain with respect to t}lese Old World 
interests, aims and policies, as the pact does 
in effect, is as needless as it is unsound; today, 
like 1823. 

4. America's obligation under the Pact, 
to make Europe secure against invasion, re
quires mammoth rearmament of both Eu
rope and Britain, to ceate even the ap
pearance-illusory at best-of prospective 
success in blocking invasion, even briefly. 
Russia's now vast and growing armies and 
air force can overrun Europe in a few weeks, 
maybe days, as United States, British and 
other milit'ary leaders well know. Russia 
has, moreover, the power and the will to 
keep this overwhelming superiority there; 
no matter how greatly Europe and Britain 
are rearmed. Armaments and arms-produc
ing facilities provided Europe by America, 
directly or indirectly, will therefore be Rus-

sla's for the taking; will increase Russia's 
war-potential at the expense of our our own. 
Besides her present forces of some 4,000,000 
reportedly--equipped with new, post-war, 
tanks, jet-planes etc.-which she can dou
ble and more, quickly, Russia has the use 
of the vast resources, material and man
power, of north China, east Europe; and (in 
war) of Germany, which Russia and France· 
will make sure remains permanently dis
armed. Nothing less than a unified, concen
trated, ever-ready western Europe force of 
200 front-line divisions (some 2,000,000 men), 
powerfully armored and supported by a great 
air force, could give any hope of more than 
token resistance; though doomed to be futile 
anyway against Russia's overwhelmingly, in
evitably, superior forces. Mere hordes of 
men in uniform do not make a fighting 
force, moreover, if lacking the will to fight; 
and the people of Europe (except the dis
armed Germans) lack the will to fight Rus
sia-notably France and Italy, harboring 
some 3,000,000 known native Communists 
(potential traitors). This helps tn explain 
Gen. De Gaulle's reported remark last year 
that even 50 western Europe divisions 
would merely create "an army of prisoners 
again." A colossal Dunkirk-a la 1940. 
Even the permanent staticning in Europe of 
hundreds of thousands of American troops
in line with the pact's adoption of the prin
ciple that the defense of western Europe 
against Russian invasion is essential to 
America's national security--could not alter 
this military picture substantially; because 
any such American force, like present United 
States troops there, would be wholly inade
quate and mere hostages to the Kremlin. 

5. Any attempt to create such a great uni
fied force in western Europe would induce, 
indeed impel, attack by Russia; and less so 
only in degree with respect to any large force. 
This would contribute directly to producing 
the very evil sought to be avoided-Russia's 
invasion and seizure of Europe; meanwhile 
giving her a potent propaganda weapon. 

6. Britain cannot fight Russia, so arming 
her cannot aid America-in any Russo
American war; because the British Isles 
themselves are indefensible, helpless, against 
Russia's V-2 alone-as Britain's military 
leaders advised their Government in 1946 or 
earlier, per reliable reports. 

7. Russia's superior equipment makes 
United States 1945 types (tanks, planes, etc.) 
useless against her; so greatly improved 
models would be needed for rearmament of 
any forces to oppose Russia. Talk about re
arming Europe with our on-hand World War 
II equipment ("surplus") just misleads the 
American and European peoples; and makes 
the Kremlin laugh. Militarily, it is a fraud; 
in relation to trying to make Europe secure 
against invasion by Russia. The cost of the 
needed new equipment would be colossal; in 
money and evil effects on peacetime 
economy. The 200 front-line divisions, with 
all necessary supporting organizations, would 
cost (each) $250,000,000 for initial equip
ment; plus scores of billions for the needed 
supporting airforce; plus many billions 
annually for upkeep of the forces and equip
ment-replacements (ever changing models of 
tanks, planes, etc.). To lead the American 
people to believe otherwise, with talk of a 
cost of a billion or two as the focus of at
tention is sheer deception. 

8. Bankrupt Britain and Europe-lacking 
both resources and money for the task
expect America to rearm them; in part with 
United States-made arms, in part by re
creating and supporting (with manufactur
ing equipment, materials, and money) their 
armaments industries. The American peo
ple will not foot this bill and thus expose 
our country to Russian conquest through 
bankruptcy; will not thus gut America's 
national security resources, her war-poten
tial, to Russia's direct gain (see 4); wili not 
pay endless billions under the long-~erm 

Marshall Plan which is implicit in the pact
largely to build a new British empire in Afri
ca; wm not, in these and other respects, back 
the pact's Old World power-politics schemes, 
originating mainly in London. Not when 
they learn the truth. 

9. The only cure for the evil inherent in 
the pact, as and when signed, is by way of 
full renegotiation-with all facts known to 
all the peoples involved. Good conscience, 
good morals, good sense, require nothing 
less. To ratify the pact as is is to build on 
sand, militarily and otherwise. Any indi
vidual, or group, senatorial interpretations, 
seeking to qualify the meaning of a vote 
for ratification, will not suffice but to mis
lead and stultify. 

10. The pact should be renegotiated for 
the sake of all peoples concerned, especially 
the American people; in part to allo:.v them 
time in which to learn the truth about it 
before final Senate action. 

Respectfully submitted. 
HAMILTON A. LONG. 

EXHIBIT H 
MEMORANDUM ON NATIONAL LEGISLATION OF 

INTEREST TO RELIGIOUS GROUPS, ISSUED BY 
THE FRIENDS COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL LEG
ISLATION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 

FRIENDS COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL LEGISLATION 
OPPOSES SUCH A PACT 

In its annual statement on legislative 
policy, adopted January 6, 1949, and circu
lated with a recent newsletter, the Friends 
Committee on National Legislation said: . 

"We oppose (1) attempts to form a North 
Atlantic Security Pact and other proposals 
for armed alliances in the guise of regional 
arrangements under the United Nations be
cause these, we believe, will fw·ther solidify 
the existing divisions in the world instead of 
reducing these di visions and fostering the 
unity necessary for peaceful cooperation; 
(2) establishment of bases in, or a military 
alliance with, Spain; (3) efforts to misdirect 
the Benelux agreements into a military alli
ance; (4) the building of military bases in 
former mandated and colonial areas; (5) the 
policy of attempting the containment of 
Russia by military pressure because it by
passes the United Nations and retards the 
development of security through truly- inter
national action." 

• • 
SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT THE PACT 

1. Is the pact consistent with the United 
Nations Charter? "Atlantic pact viewed a~ 
UN as fatal blow," runs a banner headline in 
the Chicago Daily News of March 7, 1949, over 
a story from Lake Success written by their 
correspondent after extensive talks with UN 
officials, delegates, and newspapermen. The 
article says: 

"The United States is throwing so much 
emphasis behind the proposed Atlantic Pact 
that, if continued, it could be a kiss of death 
for the UN, some fear. The United States 
may be giving lip service to the UN and its 
possibilities, but in reality it is selling the 
UN straight down the river. • • • Unless 
the United Nations gets full and honest sup-

. port from the United States and the other big 
powers, it will not survive." 

While article 51, providing for regional de
fense pacts, was put in the Charter largely to 
accommodate the United States in regard to 
the Monroe Doctrine, article 53 specifically 
says: 

"No enforcement action shall be taken 
under regional arrangements or by regional 
agencies wiJ;hout the authorization of the 
Security Council." 

Felix M.orley in the February 16 issue of 
Human Events writes: 

"The Department of State is trying man
fully to turn the Vandenberg resolution and 
article 51 of the Charter into two pillars for 
the support of the North Atlantic Treaty. It 
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can only be done by a tour de !01·ce. The 
projected treaty·ts clearly designed as a mlli· 
tary alliance of some members of the United 
Nations directed against other members (the 
Soviet block) of .the United Nations. And to 
assert that the UN Charter ever contemplated 
stich a travesty ls absurd on the face of 
it. • • • Only Americans are fooled by our 
feverish effort to build an alliance against 
Russia 'within the framework of the United 
Nations.'" 

Can the United Nations be strengthened by 
dividing the world in half and arming one set 
of members-and nonmembers since Italy is 
stlll a nonmember-against another member 
or set of members, or can it be strengthened 
only by mutual disarmament ·and the devel. 
opment and revision of the UN to give it more 
moral and political power? 

The United States is already spending a 
thousand dollars on its own armaments for 
every dollar it spends on the United Nations. 
Is it going to strengthen the UN by spending 
more money on armaments? 

2. Can alliances keep the peace? Blair 
Bolles starts an article in the New Republic 
for February 21 by saying: . 
. "The twentieth century diplomatic bone
yard is littered with dead defense treaties 
that failed in their purpose. They did not 
prevent the outbreak of war, and once war 
came, they did not always insure victory. 
• • • The inevitable consequence of this 
kind of treaty making is to provoke the other 
side to make treaties of its own. • • • 
Nobody keeps the peace by an alliance race." 

3. What may be the effect on Russia? No
body knows. The natural thing will be for 
the Russians to interpret the arrangements 
as directed against them. It will tend-to prey 
upon the fears of the Russian people regard
ing encirclement, to intensify their military 
preparations, and to increase their pressure 
upon nf!ighboring countries like Finland. Is 
it not to be expected that the Russians will 
take counter measures internally and exter
nally which will largely offset any apparent 
military advantage that might seem to accrue 
to the West? 

4. What will the program cost? Oftlcial 
spokesmen for the North Atlantic Security 
Pact have been singularly reticent d.bout the 
cost in terms of military supplies, money, or 
materials for a lend-lease m111tary program 
to accompany the Security Pact, or its effect 
on the American Military Establishl'.nent. 
They have declared that the military assist
ance program would be modest and secondary 
to the economic recovery program, and th.at 
it should not compete with the recovery 
program. 

However, according to the Washington 
Daily News for March 18, the United Press 
reports that "the administration plans to ask 
Congress to authorize a military lend-lease 
program to cost between $1,000,000,000 and 
$2,000,000,000 in the first year." Some esti
mates have placed the cost between fifteen 
and twenty-five billion during the next 5 
years. 

The military critic of Figaro, conservative 
French newspaper, as reported in the New 
York Times for January 28, asserted that it 
would cost $15,000,000,000 to equip the 
French Army, plus the cost of reinforcing 
French fighter squadrons, let alone the 
French Navy. 

The campaign to extend Selective Service 
in the United States beyond 1950 has already 
begun. Congress has been riddling the m111-
tary authorization and expenditure ceiling 
proposed by the President. 

Compare the above cost figure~for a multi
billion rearmament program at home and 
abroad with the pathetically small invest
ments which the United States makes in 
agencies of the United Nations--$18,000,000 
for the United Nations itself; $1,250,000 for 
the solution of world hunger through the 
Food and Agriculture Organization; $3,750,000 
for "creating in the minds of men the de· 

fenses of peace" through UNESCO; and other 
figures cited in previous Newsletters. 

5. Are there any lessons from history re
garding shipment of arms to other countries? 
There are several such lessons. Besides what 
'We supplied during the war, the United States 
has furnished the Chinese Government about 
two billion dollars worth of military equip
ment and supplies (plus about a billion of 
economic aid) since VJ-day. It is estimated 
that about 90 percent of those military sup
plies are now in the hands of the Chinese 
Communists. 

France subsidized heavily her military ally, 
Czechoslovakia, between the wars. Tanks, 
artillery and planes which France paid for 
and which were manufactured by Skoda, 
were seized _intact by Hitler, and were used 
by the invading German Army to overpower 
the French in 1940. 

The United States shipped 20,000,000 tons 
of scrap iron to Japan in the 1930's. Much of 
this was returned in shrapnel at Tarawa, 
Guadalcanal, and Okinawa. 

When you put arms in the hands of an
other man there is no absolute guaranty 
th .. t, if :md when the r.rms are used, they will 
be pointed the other way. They may be 
·pointed toward you. · On the basis of the 
current situation, if there is not substantial 
progress in economid ·health and stability, 
-can any one guarantee that Italy or France, 
for example. will not go Communist within 
the next 20 years and cease to be an ally? 

6. Is the real threat to the West from Rus
sia military or ideological? It is probably 
both. But the United States News and World 
Report 'for March 18, in a lead three-page 
story based on extensive interviews with top 
civilian and military officials at h<;>me and 
abroad, doubts that the Russians plan or 
want war in the immediate future. This 
would indicate that the present opportunity 
should be used for a determined and per· 
sistent effort to end the cold war and seek 
a series of settlements with the Soviet Union. 
Russian living standards are miserably low. 
The Russian people are war weary. The Rus
sian economy is badly wounded. 

Can the march of revolutionary commu
nism be stopped by cold .steel and bayonets? 
Whether we intend it or not, to seem to be 
on the side of the Dutch in Indonesia, or the 
French in Indochina, or to be bolstering up 
conservative regimes in Greece and Turkey 
ls to fan the flames of communism. The 
conduct of the United States has to appear 
convincing to the hundreds of millions of 
people of color in Africa and Asia, to the 
people and countries that are being wooed 
or pressured by both the democracies and 
the Communists. Will more tanks and planes 
and bayonets shipped to France and Italy 
put food in the mouths of workers, build 
houses over their heads, divide lands held 
feudally or clerically, and instill democracy 
instead Of communism? 

7. What will be the effect on postwar re
covery at home and abroad? Our own post
war readjustment is being delayed by the in
fiationary effect of i15,QOO,OOO,OOO spent from 
the· Federal Treasury on armament, plus the 
in~reasing reliance of industry and labor on 
war orders. Add to these developments the 
growing restrictions on freedom, the increas
ing demand for military secrecy, the spy 
mania, the loyalty investigations, the pres
sure against discussion of controversial sub
jects, and the other human and spiritual 

, costs to the American people. 
To the extent that scarce resources and 

needed manpower are diverted to rearma
ment in Europe, to that degree will the 
needed restoration of factories, homes and 
goods be delayed for the welfare of the people 
of Europe, now subsidized by the United 
States at the rate of about $5,000,000,000 a 
year through the Economic Cooperation Ad
Jninistration. 
. And are we to have a repetition 01 W&.J' 
scares to put the North Atlantic Pact through 

Congress, with accompanying appropriations, 
such a~ ~e had to p~t _ ov«:r selective service? 

- AMERICK MUST - CHOOSE 
t • I ~ 

. The p_eople ' of __ ~he, United States must 
decide whether they will subscribe· to a semi
global arms pact and s_uicidal arms race, or 
.whether their first allegiance and expendi
tures shall be for the United Nations and a 
world system of law and government. They 
must decide whether to encourage the broad
ening of the Truman doctrine of _military 
intervention and world rearmament or press 
unremittingly for a halt to the world arms 
race. They must decide whether to under
write uncritically the continuation and in
tensification of the cold war or call for heroic 
efforts to negotiate a series of peace settle
ments with the Soviet Union. 

We recognize the cruel dilemma which our 
State Department feels that it is in, with the 
fear and insecurity prevalent in Europe, with 
the pressure of Communist infiltration in 
many countries, with the diftlculties of secur
ing agreement with the Soviet Union over 
atomic energy control or UN secur.ity forces, 
the prolonged deadlock over Berlin, the Rus
sian boycott of most UN specialized ~encies 
and their recent withdrawal fr9m the World 
Health Organization, the loss of freedom and 
liberty in eastern Europe, the unwillingness 
of the Russians to accept the principle of 
arms inspection, and other similar situations. 

However, many Americans doubt that the 
United States has made a thoroughgoing 
effort to settle the Berlin blockade, or to 
modify the cold war. They look with appre
hension upon the President's seeming un
willingness to talk to Stalin or suggest some 
counter proposal. 

EXHmlT I 
[From the Washingto~ Post of May 20, 1949] 
ATLANTIC PACT CALLED STEP TO NEEDLESS WAR 

A meeting called by five noted Americans, 
including Albert Einstein and Thomas Mann, 
was told here last night that the Atlantfo 
Pact is a step toward forcing this country 
into "a needless and criminal war" with 
Russia. 

Dr. James W. Wise, son of the late Rabbi 
Stephen Wise, told a cheering Cosmos Club 
audience of 100 clergy, education and labor 
leaders gathered here from a.II parts of the 
country: 

"American history will yet record that 
not we are disloyal but those who are trying 
to antagonize us and the Russian people anq. 
force us into a needless and criminal war. 

"I do not whitewash dictatorships-I all). 
opposed to them, whether in Stalin's Georgia. 
or Talmadge's Georgia,'' Wise, a director ot 
the Council Against Intolerance in America, 
declared. "We are not for Russia. But we 
are. eternally against any military alliance$ 
which will provoke and hasten and make w,ar 
inevitable. A pact of this k • .nd is nothing 
less than a further step in support of dic
tatorships, of all forces stopping human 
progress throughout the world." 

Wise was one of four speakers to address 
the meeting, at which Einstein was to appear 
but was prevented by illness, according to 
a conference spokesman. 

Idea for the conference, "peaceful alterna
tives to the Atlantic Pact," originated at a 
meeting some weeks ago called by Einstein 
at his home in Princeton, N. J., the spokes~ 
man said. Other sponsors besides Mann in
clude Emily Greene Balch, 82-year.-old Nob.el 
peace prize winner in 1946; the Reverend 
Edwin T. Dahlberg, executive secretary of 
the Northern Baptist Convention; and ~ishop 
W. J. Walls, Chicago, Ill., of the A. 14. E. Zion 
Church. · 1 

ot. the initiators of the conference, which 
will continue in session today, only Mis$ 
Balch was present last night. She said that 
"the cards are very much stacked against 
us--at the last moment we are pulling our,. 
selves together." 
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This sentiment was echoed by anothel' 

speaker, Mrs. Alexander Stewart, pJ,'esid~nt 
of the United States section of the Women's 
International League for Peace and Free
dom, who said that the chances for kil1ing 
arms implementation of the pact were much 
greater than ror defeating its ratification. 

The pact was described as "political folly" 
by the Reverend John Thompson, dean of the 
University of Chicago's Rockefeller Memorial 
Chapel. He blasted the State Department 
as "our sacred cow," and asserted that "the 
most serious lag in American life is the great 
lag between the people's wm to peace and 
the policies of the State Department." 

Hugh Bryson, head of the National Union 
of Marine 4\Jooks and Stewards, characterized 
the pact as a treaty . which "intends to ex
tend the firing squad for those who go on 
strike to all _of Europe." 

EXHIBIT J 
(From the New York Times of April 15, 1949] 
RELIGIOUS LEADERS SEE PERIL IN PACT -

TWENTY-TWO SAY ATLANTIC TREATY MEANS 
CONTINUANCE OF COLD WAR IN A Dzvn>ED 

WORLD 

Twenty-two Protestant ministers and 
theologians issued a statement yesterday de
claring that ·the Atlantic Pact means con
tinuance of the cold war in a divided world 
and the likelihood of eventual disaster. The 
churchmen appealed for greater use by the 
United States of the United Nations and the 
exploring of the possibilities of negqtiating 
peace with the Soviet. 

The statement was released by the Rev
erend John Howland Lathrop, minister of 
the Church of the Saviour in Br.ooklyn, and 
Profs. Paul Scherer and W. Russell Bowie of 
Union Theological Seminary. 

Called a Good Friday statement, it de:. 
clared that tt.e signers believe that it is time 
for the Christian church to take a decisive 
turn and instead of supinely underwriting 
national policy" to set about creating a new 
spiritual climate. · 

Commenting on the Atlantic Pact, ·the 
churchmen asserted that they hoped that 
this threat of possible resort to war againSt 
Russia will e:µd the danger of war but we 
need to face unfiinchingly and honestly what 
are the instrumentalities with which the 
cold war is being waged. 

"The adoption of the Atlantic Pact," the 
statement said, "means continued stock pil
ing of atomic and biological weapons, con
tinuance of peacetime conscription, increase. 
in the already colossal arms budget, building 
a world-wide spy network, maintenance of 
military bases around the world, no relaxa
tion in military infiuence of education, sci
ence, industry, and commerce, to say nothing 
of the periodic waves of national hysteria 
without which none of .these measures could 
be maintained." 

The other signers of the statement were: 
Charles F. Boss, Jr., executive secretary, 

World Peace Commisaions, . Methodist 
Church. 

Henry J . Cadbury, Harvard University di
vinity school, and chairman, American 
Friends Service Committee. 

Allan Kllight Chalmers, Boston University 
school of theology. 

Henry Hitt Crane, minister of Central 
Methodist Church; Detroit. · 

Edwin T. Dahlberg, minister of First Bap:. 
tist Church, Syracuse, N. Y., and recently 
moderator of Northern Baptist Convention. 

Albert E. Day, minister of Mount Vernon 
Place Methodist Church, Baltimore. 

Phillips Packer Elliott, minister of Firs~ 
Presbyterian Church, Brooklyn. 

Georgia Harkness, Garrett Biblical Insti
tute, Evanston, Ill. 

John Haynes Holmes, minister of Commu
nity Church, New York. 

Charles W. Iglehart, Union Theological 
Seminary, New York. 
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Paul S. Johnson, Boston UniVerslty school 
o_f theology. . , 

William E. Lampe, secr~tary, Evangelical 
and Reformed Church, · Philadelphia. 

D. P. Mccready, minister of First Presby
terian Church (Souther:p.), Clearwater, Fla. 

Walter Mitchell, retired bishop of Arizona 
(Episcopal). 

William Stuart Nelson, dean of divinity 
school, Howa.rd University, Washington. 

Albert W. Palmer, radio preacher, Los An,. 
geles, and former moderator, Congregational
-Christian Churches. 

Ed.win McNeil Poteat, minister of First 
Baptist Church, Raleigh, N. C. 

Paul Roberts, dean of .Christ Cathedral 
(Episcopal), Denver, Colo. 

Ernest Fremont Tittle, minister of First 
Methodist Church, Evai:ston, Ill. 

ExHmIT K 
WINNIE CLEARS IT WITH BARUCH 

(By Jon Kimche) 
LoNooN, july 18.-British Cabinet mem:. 

bers . are greatly interested in reports Of a 
forthcoming vi.sit by Bernard Baruch to Pre.:. 
mier Stalin. 

Baruch's recent talks with Winston 
Churchl.11, and earlier reports of his intention 
to see Stalin, became major topics of con
versation in the House of Commons lobbies 
when it became known that Churchill 
planned to make wha~ he calls one of his 
most important speeches next -Saturday at 
Wolverhampton. 

Oftlcially, this speech will be the opening 
shot of next year's general election, and it 
will constitute the Conservative Party's first 
specific outline of its election program. 

Churchill's friends, however, say his state
ment will contain dynamite for the Labor 
Government and that it will ·rock public 
opinion throughout the world. These close 
associates assert that he has been giving a 
great deal of thought to the problem of 
Soviet Russia and has decided on a funda.: 
mental revision in his attitude. 

He discussed his plans with Baruch, these 
associates say, and won the full approval of 
the American· for that reversal of his stand. 

It is reported, in fact, that Churchill will 
come out with a proposal for a rapproche
ment with Russia and outline his suggestions 
for a settlement of the cold war. This, his 
friends think, would be an invaluable and 
perhaps decisive Conservative Party asset in 
the next election. 

There is, however, still considerable guess
ing on how far he will go in view of strong 
opposition from a considerable section of the 
Conservative Party to such a switch in policy. 

It must be emphasized that so far all this 
is not much more than lobby gossip, but 
Cabinet ministers are discussing it with an 
air of expectation and not with any skepti
cism. 
· The Government, indeed, is rather con
cerned with the possible effects of such a 
Tory tactic. They still hope they can fore
stall its effects by the large-scale trade 
agreement about to be signed in Moscow. 

The British trade mission in Moscow has 
already signed the first part of the trade 
pact, affecting British imports of wheat, 
and is seeking to conclude the second part 
covering a wide range of machinery and man
ufactured goods for export to Russia. So 
great are British hopes that Harold Wilson, 
president of the Board of Trade, has can
celled his vacation and ls staying on in 
London. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, even 
though a unanimous-consent agreement 
has been reached for a vote on Thursday, 
and any statement I might make would 
not delay these proceedings, I shall con
fine my remarks to an endorsement of 

the pact and say. that I shall cast my vote 
in the affirmative.· 

I have watched the struggle for some 
tangible plan for world peace since the 
end of World War I. As a young-man I 
followed the formation of an ill-fated 
League of Nations. · Despite President 
Wilson's warning, it was· with sinking 
hearts that the veterans of that war 
realized the futility of this organization 
as new war clouds formed again over 
those same military camps which :had so 
recently drawn us into a world war. ' 1 

·After those clouds broke and released 
their terror over the surface of the globe, 
we again emerged victorious in the armed 
fight and turned once more to a search 
for enduring· peace. 

During the last war I joined with other 
Senators in a tour o{ our Nations, mak
ing speeches in behalf of the so-called 
B2-H2 resolution which was the fore
runner of .the-United Nations participa..\ 
tion act. · 

Mr .. President, I have supported these 
ideals in ·the belief- that a workable de.i. 
tour coUld be found around the road.:. 
blocks in the path to enduring .world 
peace. -

While I cannot say the United Nations 
has failed in its purpose, I must charge 
the abuse of the veto with undermining 
the effectiveness of the organization. 
Now, in the Atlantic Pact we, have an 
opportunity to make a concrete con-' 
tribution to the cause of peace. This 
position is comparable, in the atomic age; 
to the stand taken by our forefathers on 
the Monroe Doctrine. We are simply 
extending that doctrine to our neighbor, 
countries bordering the eastern and 
western shores of the North Atlantic and 
to Italy in the Mediterranean. 

The list of signatory· nations is incom
plete. If the pact must stand, as it does 
today, I can only hope that it will be im
plemented in the near future. Because 
I know that still other nations are anx
ious to take part in such an agreement. 
I hope to see the signatures of such coun
tries as Greece, Turkey, and Spain added 
to this pact. which will play so vital a role 
in our plans for enduring peace. 

Yes, Mr . . President, I shall vote for 
Senate ratification of the Atlantic Pact; 
but I look forward to the day when I may 
be able to vote for a pact bearing the 
name.s of other nations which have 
se!"ved us in the past and stand ready to 
join forces with us today and in the fu
ture. 

Mr. GRAHAM obtained the floor. 
Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, be

fore the Senator from North Carolina 
begins his speech, with his permission I 
should like to suggest the abse_nce of a 
quorum. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator yield for that purpose? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes; I .shall yield. I 
am not suggesting it myself, Mr. Presi
dent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The roll was called, and the fallowing 
Senators answered to their names: 
Alken 
4nderson 
Baldwin 

Brewster 
Bricker 
Bridges 

Butler 
Byra 
Caln 
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Capehart Jenner Myers 
Chapman Johnson, Colo. Neely 
Chavez Johnson, Tex. O'Conor 
Connally .JOh1:J.ston, S. C. O'Mahoney 
Cordon Kefauver Pepper 
Donnell Kem Reed 
Douglas Kerr Robertson 
Dulles Know land Russell 
Eastland Langer Saltonstall 
Ecton Lodge Schoeppel 
Flanders Long Smith, Maine 
Frear Lucas Smith, N. J. 
Fulbright McCarran Sparkman 
George McCarthy Stennis 
Gillette· McClellan Taft 
Graham McFarland Taylor 
Green McGrath Thomas, Okla, 
Gurney McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Hayden McMahon Th ye 
Hendrickson Magnuson Tobey 
Hickenlooper Malone Vandenberg 
Hill Martin Watkins 
Hoey Maybank · Wherry 
Holland Millikin Wiley 
Humphrey Morse Withers 
Hunt Mundt Young 
Ives , Murray 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. Mc
GRATH in the chair). ·A quorum is 
present. 

Mr. · GRAHAM. -Mt. 'President; be
cause of the lateness of the hour, I should 
rather wait until I conclude my state
ment, before yielding for questions. 

I wish first of all, as a freshman in this 
Hall, and as an amateur oh this subje'ct, 
to acknowledge the leadership of the able 
chairman of the Senate Foreign Rela~ 
tions Committee, the author of Senate 
Resolution 192, the senior Senator from 
Texas [Mr. CONNALLY); the valiant vet.:! 
eran of many struggles· in 'the field of 
international relations; and · his eloquent 
colleague the able senior Senator · fr°<)m 
Michigan [Mr. °VA:NnE::N:BERG J; tlie author 
bf Senate ResolUtion 239; two of the chief 
architects in' tlie building of our Ameri.J 
can bipartisan foreign policy. I wish to 
acknowledge also my ~ndebtedne~s to all 
those who' have sp"oken in support of the 
pa.ct, . afid an · those· wfio, irf spea\tirig in'. 
oppo'sition· to the pact, have contributed 
to.its 'ciariflcaticin:; · · · · · · 
· . In these critical times, 'tlie· S~nate of 
the United . sfates, ·in . recognition bf its 
constitutional° duty: o\ves it -to .-itSelf to 
consider ·the present obligati<m and the 
long-range import of· the Atlantic Pact. 
The people ·of ·the United· States, in r·ec
bgnitfori of theif responsibility of world 
leadership, owe it fo themselves ·and the 
people of the earth to make clear what 
is 1n their .·minds and 'hearts, what are 
their determinations . and hop·es, as we, 
the representatives ot the people, make 
cine of the historic dtcisions of our time. 

As I move here and there among the 
Americans . of .r;ny day, I find in . their 
minds and hearts cert.it.in articles .of their 
common faith and hopes. They covet 
no land, intend no aggression, and plan 
no war. They hate aggressjon, abhor 
war, and want freedom and peace. In 
common with people in all nations, they 
want coo~ration, communication, trade, 
and peace with all people. They had 
hopefully wished and still desperately 
hope for these things with the Russian 
people. 

The love of the Russian people for their 
land, their all-out resistance to the 
powerful Nazi assaults, the dauntless 
heroism of the Russian armies and their 
decisive part in helping to win the war 

in Europe, won the high admiration of 
the American people. The people of the 
United States, despite th;..ir rejection of 
the Communist ideology and their strong 
disapproval of the Soviet dictatorship, 
were hopeful of ·working out the basis 
for international cooperation with the 
Russian people and all othe;r peoples 
through the United Nations. The Gov
ernment of the United States went far in 
efforts for cooperation with the Soviet 
Union. 

The Atlantic Charter and the United 
Nations gave the peoples of the earth new 
hopes for the "four freedoms," for the 
self-determination of peoples and for the 
continuation of the international coop
eration for winning the peace. Because 
of the backwashes of a global war, 
the millions of people · killed, the 
hundreds of billions of values destroyed, 
untold miseries, frustrations and other 
consequencei; of· a global war, these hopes 
are far from fulfillment. Disillusionment 
and desperation are widespread across 
the world. · The American people are 
aware of the shortcomings of their own 
democracy with its remnants of discrim
inations, bigotries, slums, denial of equal 
suffrage to many wortJ;iy citizens, a few 
s~frviving ly.n9hings by mobs fo the South 
and gangs in the North, low incomes in 
millions of homes with the largest pro
portion of children, unequal educati<mal 
oppo:rtunities, and other- injustices · in 
which we all ·share; North; South; East; 
and West . . Yet two · farge facts stand 
out: 

First. The United States, with stupen-.. 
dous war-production plants . and the 
mightiest ,fighting force, quickly demo
bilized most of its war plants and ..armies· 
in the face of totalitarian .armies -which 
remain mobilized, larger than all the 
other armies of Europe and America coni~ 
bined; and 
· Second. The United States, with its 
vantage.position of monopoly, supported 
the plan of: the United.Nations for the in
ternational control of atomic power. 

THE HOPES · THAT FAil.ED 

. After the First World War the· Uriited 
States renounced the League of Nations 
and failed the hopes of mankind. After 
the Second World War the Soviet Union 
has obstructed the United -Nations and 
has failed the humane hopes. of the peo
ples of the world. Upon the ruins . and 
iniseries left by the First World War the 
:fascist dictatorships hurled their mon
strous power against the peoples of 
Europe, Asia and America. . Upon the 
ruins and miseries left by the Second 
World War the Communist dictatorship 
organized its no less monstrous aggre's
sions and subversions against the free
dom and the dignity of the peoples of 
both the East and the West. Instead 
of the development, in accordance with 
the Charter of the United Nations, of 
the one world of the peoples' hopes, two 
conflicting worlds developed within the 
framework of the United Nations. We 
still fervently hope· that the twilight of 
the cold war will not turn into the dark• 
ness of the unthinkable tradgedy of a 
third world war. In the struggle toward 
the dawn we are 'groping for the fre·e· 
light and the fair balance of both per-

sonal freedom and international se
curity. We welcome any suggestion of 
the Soviet Union toward the relaxation 
of international tension, frut with a vigi
lance made necessary by cruel experi
ence. 

The responsibility for the resulting 
cold war will ultimately be . judged by 
better-informed minds than my own. I 
am not unaware that America and the 
other democracies have some responsi
bilities for which they are answerable to 
themselves and the god of history. The 
frustrations and deficiencies of our own 
Nation and the other democz'acies, the 
corruption in China, the imperialism in 
the African, Pacific, and Asiatic world, 
are a part of the sins of the democratic 
world in which we all must share. 

Yet it is written in the record that the 
Soviet Union, instead. of continuin.g the 
Allied cooperation which won the war 
and could have won-and could yet 
win-the peace, disrupted this interna
tional cooperation; obstructed the pur
poses and possibilities of the United Na
tions; withdrew in isolation behind the 
iron curtain; broke the pledges for the 
self-~etermination of peoples;· crushed 
civil liberties and the freedom of people 
to organize in churches, parliaments, 
corporations, labor unions, and coopera
tive societies; made more absolute the 
.totalitarJan dictator.ship based on the 
oligarchy in the Kremlin, .which draws 
its monopoly of power from a small poli.:. 
tical party which has liquidated all oppo
sition; held more millions of dissentersL 
-political -pris<mers, and laborers in con
centration camps and· in enforced bond
age in 1949 than there were slaves in 
the Southern States in 18.61; subjugated 
little nations by force, or threats of 
force; carried on internal . subversions 
against the integrity and freedom of all 
nations; picked off nations, one by one, 
and locked them behind the iron cur
tain of the police state; carried on sabo
.tage.of Euro.p.ea.n recovery; made war.ori 
religion; ·blockaded Berlin; and, in the 
midst of the world-wide fear of atomic 
bombs and the. world-wide .hopes for 
peace, rejected the United Nations' Plan 
for the international control of atomic 
power. 

THE BROKEN WORLD 

Instead of the grand design for the 
translation of the cooperation of the 

· Allied Nations for winning the war into 
the cooperation of the United Nations 
for winning the peace, this divided and 
broken world now carries the heavy loads, 
the disillusionments; and the strains of 
the unprecedented cold war in which we 
have neither the security of peace nor 
the actuality of war. The tragic fact is 
we have not one world but two worlds. 
Yet in loyalty to the hopes for the uni
versal human brotherhood of our religion 
and the humane hopes of mankind, we 
must not give up the hope of one world 
th~!>ugh the principles of the United Na
tions. The two worlds must not become 
one world under a totalitarian dictator
ship._ With our faith in the oneness of 
freedom and peace, we .do .not want the 
one world developed after the model of 
the P!1X i;t_omana, or the Pax Britannica, 
or an American peace, or a· totalitarian 
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peace. We 'do not warit the one -world -
under either-an imperial or totalitarian 
domination. We need the one world of 
international cooperation of all nations 
for tbe freedom, equal opportunity, and 
peace of all people. 

The · totalitarian dictatorship has re
vealed 'itself not as a transition to free
dom, cooperation, and peace, but as a 
fixation for expanding tyranny and pow
er for the domination of both hemi
spheres. The Inter-American Treaty of 
Reciprocal AssiStance, fully in accord 
with the Charter of the United Nations, 
was signed at Rio de Janeiro for "the 
maintenance of continental peace and 
security" and for "the strengthening of 
friendship and good neighborliness in the 
Western He-misphere." The Asian Con
ference of the representatives of the peo
ples of southern Asia, Indonesia, and 
Australia, gathered at Delhi, at the call 
of Nehru, the great Prime Minister of 
India, within the framework of the 
United Nations, for the muster of moral 
opinion against broken agreements and 
attacks on the hopes of dependent peo
ples for liberation from imperial mili
tary power. The North Atlantic Treaty 
in its terms is an agreement, in accord
ance with the purposes and principles of 
the United Nations "to safeguard their 
freedom and common heritage," and for 
"the collective self-defense against 
armed attack." 

The United States of America has ac
cepted the responsibility of leadership 
of the free peoples of the -earth. The 
Truman doctrine, retranslated in the 
Marshall plan, and the western union, 
expanded into-the North Atlantic com
munity, will, we trust, reinforce the uni
versal pact of _the United Nations for 
freedom and security, for international 
disarmament, and for amendments to 
the Charter to strengthen and fulfill the 
principle and purposes of the United 
Nations. 

In a world situation, in which the :veto 
and _a policy of obstruction have weak
ened the United Nations, and in the 
European situation, in which defenseless 
nations were subjugated, one by one, by 
the aggressions or subversions of totali
tarian tyranny, the western European 
nations drew together in the B.russels 
Pact, and the :North Atlantic natfons 
drew together in the Atlantic J?act fo~ 
self-help and mutual defense. The pact 
must not only have the purpose to pre
vent war, but must also be the historic 
occasion for enlarging freedom and 
strengthening the United Nations. 

The North Atlantic Treaty must not 
become merely another military pact 
which will recapitulate the story of alli
ances and counteralliances in a line-up 
for war. Against the possibility of such 
a tragic development, we must constantly 
hold before ourselves four objectives: 

I. To keep the Atlantic Pact within 
the framework of the United Nations as 
the expression of the "inherent rights 
of individual or collective self-defense," 
recognized in article 51 of the Charter· of 
the United Nations. · 

II. To support the Atlantic Pact (a) as 
a stanch deterrent to aggression and 

war; -and '(b) ·as the basis for western 
European· security and self-recovery. 

III. To recogniZ'e the inadequacy of the 
pact and to make our Nation more demo
~ra.tic and more productive (a) for the 
well-being of all our people; and (b) for 
our economic and moral strength in the 
global struggle of ideas. 

IV. To make the Atlantic Pact a but
tress to the United Nations in a critical 
period during which steps can be more 
securely and hopefully taken looking to
ward international disarmament and the 
strengthening of the United Nations. 
I. THE ATLANTIC PACT WITHIN THE FRAMEWORK 

OF THE UNITED NATIONS 

Mr. Presiden~. ·the Atlantic Pact was 
negotiated mainly under article 51 of the 
Charter of the United Nations, which de
clares: 

Nothing in the present Charter shall im
pair the inherent rights of individual or col
lective self-defense if an armed attack oc
curs against a member of the United Nations, 
until the Security Council ha.a taken the 
measures necessary 1io maintain interna
tional peace and security. Measures taken by 
members in the exercise of this right of self
detense shall be immediately reported to the 
Security Council and shall not in any way 
affect the authority and responsibility of the 
Security Co'Uncil under the present Charter 
to take at any time such action as it deems 
necessary in order to maintain or restore 
international peace and security. 

Article 51 is in chapter 7 of the Char
ter, which is entitled "Action With Re
spect to Threats to the Peace, Breaches 
of the Peace. and Acts of Aggression." 
This chapter embraces articles 39 to 51, 
inclusive. Article 51, by its recognition 
of the inherent.right of individual or col:. 
lective self-defense if an armed attack 
occurs against a member of the United 
Nations, is tne main basis in the .Charter 
for the North Atlantic Treaty for the 
collective self-_defense of the North At-
lant~c community. . . 

The inherent right of individual or 
collective self-defense if an armed at
tack occurs carries . with it the inherent 
right of prior agreement for collective 
self-defense against aggression; Nations 
that have been given storm warnings 
that they are in the possible path of the 
hurricane may exercise an inherent right 
in making an agreement and plans for 
collective self-defense. 

The North Atlantic community, though 
not organized as a subsidiary organ of 
the United Nations, nonetheless makes 
itself a part of the framework of the 
United Nations. The first paragraph of 
the preamble · of the North Atlantic 
Treaty declares : · 

The parties to this treaty reaftirm their 
faith in the purposes and principles of the 
Charter of the United Nations and their 
desire to live in peace with all peoples and 
all governments. 

Article I says: 
The parties undertake, as set forth in the 

Charter of the United Nations, 'to settle any 
international disputes in Which they may be 
involved by peaceful means in such a man
ner that international peace and security, 
and _justice, are. not endangered., and to re
frain 1n their international relations from 
the threat or use of force 1n any manner in
consistent :with the purposes of the United 
Natione. ·. 

Article 3 _amrms: 
In order more effectively to achieve the 

objectives of' this treaty, the parties, ' -sep.:: 
arately and jointly, by means of continuous · 
and effective self-help and mutual aid, will 
maintain and develop their individual and 
collec~ive capacity to resist armed attack. . 

Article 5 provides: 
The parties agree that an armed attack 

against one or more of them in Eurnpe or 
North America shall be considered an at
tack against them all; and consequently they 
agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, 
each of them, in exercise of the right of in
dividual or collective self-defense recog"'. 
nized by article 51 of the Charter of the 
United Nations, will assist the party or par
ties so attacked by taking forthwith, individ
ually and in concert with the other par
ties, such actions a.s it deems necessary, in
cluding the use of armed force, to restore 
and maintain the security of the North At
lantic area. 

.Any sttch armed attack and all measures 
taken as a result thereof shall immediately 
be reported to the Security Council. Suen 
measures shall be terminated when the Se
curity Council has taken the measures neces
sary to restore and maintain international 
peace and security. · 

Article 7 declares: 
This treaty does not affect, and shall not 

be interpreted as affecting, in any way the 
rights and obligations under the Charter of 
the parties which are members of the United 
Nations, or the primary responsibility of the 
Security Council for the maintenance of in .. 
ternational peace and security. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, 
the senior Senator from Texas [Mr. 
CONNALLY], has eloquently emphasized 
the fact that the provisions of this treaty 

• do not include the colonial possessions 
of the member nations. · · 

Mr. President, the Atlantic Pact, as 
shown by the excerpts I have just read 
into the RECORD, is explicitly interwoven 
with the provisions of the Charter of the 
United Nations. It is quite -explicit in 
the North Atlantic Treaty itself that the 
pact is a collective agreement, not for 
aggression but for defense against ag
gression. For any nation to object to 
the expressed stipulations of this pact 
may be a confession on the part of that 
nation of an aggressive design or an im
putation born of 'the potential frustra
tions of such designed aggressions. The 
world situation; the cooperation of the 
United Nations in winning the war; the 
Fulbright resolution, adopted by the 
House of Representatives; and th~ Con
nally resolution, which was overwhelm
ingly adopted by the United States Sen
ate, were four of the sources from 
which came the United Nations. The 
European situation, article· 51 of the 
Charter of the United Nations, and the 
Vandenberg resolution, adopted by the 
Senate by a vote of 64 to 4, are three of 
the sources from which came the North 
Atlantic Treaty. 

The North Atlantic Treaty, as inter
woven in the texture of the Charter of 
the United Nations, does not in its pur
poses undermine the United Nations. 
Vetoes and other obstructions have dam
aged the structure and slowed down the 
procedures of the -United ·Nations. The 
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United Nations, with all its frustrations, 
bas, through the constant vigilance of 
the Security Council and the world open 
forum of the General Assembly; at times 
focused international action and mo
bilized at times the moral opinion of 
mankind as a powerful influence for pre
venting local fires from becoming global 
conflagrations. The Atlantic Pact seeks 
to repair the damages and reinforce the 
structure, and does not impair the foun
dations upon which the structure of the 
United Nations stands. The Atlantic 
Pact can serve as a reinforcement of 
the United Nations in a crucial area for 
its transition through a critical period 
to a more effective fulfillment of its great 
purposes. 
II. SUPPORT OF THE ATLANTIC PACT (A) AS A 

STANCH DETERRENT TO AGGRESSION; AND 
(B) AS THE BASIS FOR WESTERN EUROPEAN 

SECURITY AND SELF-RECOVERY 

The Atlantic Pact must resolutely be 
supported as a stanch deterrent to ag
.gression and war. The purpose of the 
Atlantic Pact is to serve clear notice on 
any potential aggressor that an attack 
on one member of the North Atlantic 
community is an attack upon all, and 
thereby to prevent any aggression 
against the North Atlantic community 
which would inevitably cause a third 
world war. As has well been observed 
by many Members of the Senate, if 
advance notice had been given, the 
Kaiser, in his day, and Hitler, in his day, 
that both the British Commonwealth of 
Nations and the United States of Amer
.ica would join the Allied Powers, each of 
them would, in his turn, have most likely 
refrained from the decisions which in
volved the nations in global war. The• 
commitments in this pact are based on 
the principles and purposes of the United 
Nations. .The risks involved in the rati
_fication of this pact are much smaller 
than the heavy risks involved in the 
failure of ratification. The costs in ma
terial and arms which may proceed from 
the ratification of this pact are small, 

.as compared with the heavy cost which 
might result from the failure to ratify 
the pact. The declaration in the At
lantic Pact that an attack on one will be 
an attack on all the members of the 
N1Jrth Atlant ic community, with its 
350,000,000 people and its mighty re
sources of potential economic and mili
tary power, will be a constant deterrent 
to aggression. 

This potential prevention of a third 
worl~ war, which would kill scores of 
millions of people, destroy hundreds of 
billions of wealth, bankrupt the United 
States and all the nations, and leave the 
people hopeless amid the ruins of our. 
civilization; is worth the cost of the sup
port of the Atlantic Pact as a deterrent 
to war, and as a buttress to the United 

' Nations. 
UNILATERAL NATURE OF THE MONROE DOCTRINE 

ENLARGED IN THE EQUAL DIGNITY, MULTI

LA".:'ERAL PARTICIPATION, AND COLLECTIVE DE
FENSE OF 21 AMERICAN REPUBLICS AGAINST 
AGGRESSION 

It has been suggested that the exten
. sion of the Monroe Doctrine would in
volve less risk less costs and be more ef
fecti'~e as a deterrent to aggression and 

war. The nature of the Monroe Doctrine 
does not lend itself for an extension into 
the European situation. The Monroe 
Doctrine, as promulgated by President 
James Monroe on December 2, 1823, de
clared: 

(1) "We owe it, therefore, to candor and to 
the amicable relations existing between the 
United States and those powers (European) 
to declare that we should consider any at
tempt on their part to extend their system 
to . any portion of this hemispher.e as dan
gerous to our peace and safety. • • • 

(2) "OUr policy in regard to Europe, which 
was adapted at an early stage of the war 
which has so long agitated that quarter of 
the globe, nevertheless remains the same, 
which is not to interfere in the internal con
cerns of any of its powers." 

The Monroe Doctrine in its original 
form, is "the doctrine of two spheres." 
European powers must not intervene in 
American affairs, and the United States 
must not intervene in internal European 
affairs. The Monroe Doctrine, by its very 
nature, is a declaration against its ex
tension into the internal affairs of Eu
rope. 

What is meant by the extension of the 
Monroe Doctrine? I clearly recognize, 
by the extension of the Monroe Doctrine 
is not meant the original Monroe Doc
trine, but really the extension of a uni
lateral declaration against aggression 
without its implementation with arms, 
and without the assurance of collective 
action by a powerful combination of al
lies. 

The Monroe Doctrine has been en
larged by the new doctrine announced 
at Chapultepec in 1945, implemented at 
Rio de-Janeiro in 1947, and supplemented 
at Bogota in 1948. The unilateral nature 
of the Monroe Doctrine has been ab
sorbed in the multilateral nature of the 
Treaty of the Americas, signed at Rio de 
Janeiro by 21 American republics which 
pledged themselves to international co
operation and collective defense against 
aggression. The more democratic struc
ture and the greater power of the Pact 
of Rio de Janeiro make it a better ex
ample for the organization of the 12 
nations of the North Atlantic area than 
the unilateral declaration of one nation. 
The developments of a century and a 
quarter have flowered in the organization 
of the continental solidarity of 21 
American nations. We should not revert 
to the outmoded principles of the past, 
but depend on the multilateral principles 
of the present, in· which the risks and 
costs are shared. · 

The Soviet Union has made unilateral 
treaties with ·each of its satellite de
pendencies. The satellites do not meet 
on a multilateral basis with the equal 
rights and equal dignity of the Soviet 
Union. The Soviet Union's system is 
somewhat analogous to the individual 
worker bargaining with a giant corpo
ration. 

The North American community is 
based on the fre.edom and equal dignity 
of multilateral and collective negotia
tions. The liberal traditions and the 
equal dignity of the North Atlantic 
democracies woUld resent the unilateral 

·declaration of a sort of protectorate, as 

the South American republics of ten re
sented the unilateral declaration of a 
hegemony in the Western Hemisphere of 
the great Republic in the North. The 
principles of international copperation 
and declarations of mutual aid and col
lective self-defense contained in the 
Treaty of the Americas, the North At
lantic Treaty, and the Charter of the 
United Nations, are worth their costs in 
their possible immeasurable savings for 
the United States and for all nations. 

With regard to the obligations which 
proceed from the ratification of the At
lantic Pact, each Senator, under the 
terms of the pact and the provisions of 
the Constitution of the United States, is 
free to answer that question for himself 
by his own vote. The characteristically 
forthright declaration of the able junior 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MORSE] makes 
emphatically clear that, for him, it will 
be his all-out support of the pact. I join 
in his sense of moral obligation to sup
port tht; pact with whatever means
moral, economic, and military-are found 
necessary and wise in the situation to 
make the pact effective as a collective de
terrent to aggression. The fact that an 
attack on one is an attack on all, I recog
nize, gives the pact the support of tre
mendous collective power. The condi
tions of the world in general and of Eu
rope in particular which brought into be
ing the Atlantic Pact, constitute for me 
-the obligation and the wisdom for sup
porting the North Atlantic Treaty with 
whatever is required to prevent the ag
gression which would, cost a thousand
fold more in the lives, money, arms, and 
destruction of a third world war. 

Failure to ratify and support the North 
Atlantic Treaty in the present situation 
would be a set-back for the western na
tions. The failure of ratification might 
become an invitation for the totalitarian 
dictatorship, now held in check, to ad
vance again with internal subversion and 
external aggression. The danger is that 
we may get weary of the.heavy economic 
load. and the heavy moral responsibility 
of world leadership. The cold war with 
its burdens has been forced upon the 
democracies. · To prevent the cold war 
from becoming a shooting war, we must 
now carry the heavy load of the Marshall 
plan, the prospective load of the Atlantic 
Pact, and share, perhaps, in some future 
plan for saving southern Asia from total
itarian tyranny, all to prevent a global 
war and save freedom in the world. For 
the United States to continue for a long 
period to carry alone these heavy loads 
,would be to overstrain our economy and 
to undermine our social well-being. 
American economic collapse would be a 
major disaster. for freedom on all fronts. 
Nevertheless, for America to throw down 
these burdens and .abdicate her position 
of responsibility and leadership might 
mean the totalitarian domination of 
Europe and Asia, and then we would have 
an armaments race almost beyond our 
imagination. The cost of world leader
ship is heavy; the cost of abdication is 
heavier in the irresponsibility which 
would likely lead to a third wo:.-Id war, the 
bankruptcy of nations, the murder of 
millions, and the ruin of civilization. We . . 



1949 ·coNGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE . 9799 

must stanchly support the Marshall 
plan, the Atlantic Pact, and the United 
Natiom.s as the alternatives to the threat
ened loss of freed om and· the totalitarian 
domination of the world. 
UI. THE INADEQUACY OF• THE PACT WITHOUT 

MORE FREEDOM ANlt MORE DEMOCRACY IN THE 
DEM OCRACIES FOR MORE MORAL POWER IN THE 

WORLD 

The ratification of the Atlantic Pact 
within the framework of the United 
Nations and the support of the .pact as a 
deterrent to war are not enough. Amer
ica and the other democracies must be 
strong in economic and military power. 
America and the other democracies, 
however, for the long . run, must rely 
more on the ideas of freedom and the 
practices of democracy than on economic 
and military power. The freedom and 
dignity of the human being, democratic 
ideas and moral idealism are the ulti
mate weapons in the global stl"llggle 
against totalitarian tyranny. Hundreds 
of millions of suffering a:nd bewildered 
peoples across- the earth are choosing 
between the patient ways and frustra
tions of democracy on the one hand, and 
·the iiresponsible utopian promises of 
totalitarian communism, o:n the other 
hand. 

The United States of Ame.riea, in her 
position of world leadership must be
come more democratic at home for the 
saving of her own soul and tor moral 
power in saving the freedom-at' the pecr
ples of the earth. The great human 
freedoms fer which the war was fought 
make dangerous lags out of the idea of 
the innate superiority of a master class, 
a master race, and a master state inr our 
modern · dynamic society. The transi
tions of modern history, partly· impelled 
by the mariner's compass, as the heart of 
the great commercial revolution, which 
e:µcompassed all the continents and all 
the oceans, and three centw-ies later, 
impelled- by the power engine, as the 
pulsing heart of the great industrial 
revolution; which has fiung its dynamic 
mechanical framework around the earth, 
were processes of slow centuries and 
gradual adjustments. Social drift and 
slow adjustment did not then~ on such 
a scale as now, mean swift and global 
tragedy. Modern man, with his basic 
ideas, swift scientific inventions and his 
slow social adjustments, ha~. with much 
economic progress and much human 
misery muddled through to this fateful 
hour. Human society, with an atomic 
bomb in its bosom, cannot lag in adjust
ment to its explosive power. Equal free
dom of assembly, speech, publication, 
and worship in our modern society needs 
the reinforcement of the equal oppor
tunity to work, to know, to. vote, and to 
bargain collectively. Increase of eco
nomic opportunity decreases social ten
sion. The widening of erilightenment 
and the humane spirit, the inculcation of 
the ideals of our democracy, and the 
teachings of our religfon, make for the 
elimination of social injustice and inter
national conflict. 

Among the presently feasible measures 
of adjustment in this atomic age for 
democratic morale in Ametica:-and moral 
power in the world are: The elimination 
ef economic monopoly tor the resurgence 

of the dynamic energies of free enter
prtse for abundant production and social 
well-being in our creative democracy; 
Federal aid to the States, without Fed
eral control, for schools for the more 
equal opportunity of the children in all 
the States; decent minimum wages for 
industrial workers for spreading pur
chasing power, increasing business, and 
for giving more job opportunities; local, 
state, and federal cooperation in the 
elimination of the few lynchings by mobs 
in the South and the assassinations by 
gangs in the North; equality of bargain
ing power for labor and management; an 
expanding housing program for the 
elimination of slums and for providing 
decent homes for veterans and the peo
ple; abolition of the poll tax as a pre
requisite for voting; faithful observance 
E}f State laws, without nullification by 
any State . of the decision of the United 
States Supreme Court, regarding equal 
suffrage and education in the S&ates as 
the supreme law of the land; local, State, 
and Federal cooperation in a comprehen
sive hospital, medical care, medical train
ing, and medical research program to 
meet the urgent needs of the people; the 
National Science Foundation bill, to keep 
America at the farthest frontiers of 
science; the conservation of soils, forests, 
water power, and mine1mls as natul'al 
resources for the protection of our demo
cratic heritage; the provis.ion for sound 
agricuitural parity, research, and exten
sion f<>r adequate production in a wOFld 
in need of food and basic commodities; 
and the widening of the base of social 
well-being to lift the level of human 
liberty. 

It cannot be emphasized too. much 
that at the very center of the democratic 
cause in the struggle against totalitarian 
tyranny and world domination must be 
the freedom and equal opportunity of 
the individual. The spiritual heroism of 
the great souls who bave fought and 
given their lives for the freedom of the 
human mind,. the dignity of the human 
being, and the moral autonomy of the 
human spint, have won for us the herit
age of freedom, under whose American 
legacy we freely assemble in this Hall. 
By the Atlantic Pact we are making 
common cause for the defense of that 
legacy of freedom~ which, through the 
United Nations, is shared as a part of the 
great heritage of the peoples of both the 
east and the west. The sacrificial lives 
of St. Francis, Joan of Arc, Florence 
Nightingale, Abraham Lincoln, and 
Gandhi reveal the unconquerable aspira
tion of the human spirit for a freer and 
better world. Idealism does not cringe 
before tyranny. Repression is the way of 
frightened power. Freedom is the way 
of ·enlightened faith. History teaches, 
beyond the denial of bigotry or the sneer 
of cynicism,-that the answer to a differ
ence in c:olor or creed is not the Ku Klux 
Klan, is not tomatoes and eggs~ is not a 
concentration camp; the answer to error 
is not terror, but the cleansing power of 
the light and liberty of the Bill of Rights 
and the Constitution of the United States 
of America. 

Our western tradition of freedom, de
Posited in the American Bill of Rights 
and fortified by the ratification of the 
Atlantic Pact~ is: a spiritual symtbesis.. 

Mr. DONNELL . . MF. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I yield. 
Mr. DONNELL. Will the Senator be 

kind enough to repeat the sentence with 
reference to the BiU of Rights? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Our western tradi
tion of freedom, deposited in the .Ameri
can Bill of Rights and fortified by the 
ratification of the Atlantic Pact, is a 
spiritual synthesis. · 

The constituents of the western her
itage which is at stake in the present 
global struggle come from many sources. 
The Hebrews gave us the highest concep
tion of the one God and a sense of moral 
sovereignty, the greatest Life, and the 
greatest Book. The Greeks gave the 
world the conception of man as a per
son of noble proportions and creative 
capacity in art, Itterature and phile>s
ophy; the Romans exemplified for west
ern peoples a genius for organization, 
administration and law. The Catholics, 
who made the sackable city of Rome into 
the unsackable city. of God, represent to 
us the unity of mankind and a universal 
sympathy for human beings everywhere 
as they bear the cross far and near with 
its can to heroism in the sharing and 
giving of life. Protestantism, from its 
seats in Germany and western Europe, 
gave a new emphasis to t:tie· freedom of 
the individual, his right of private judg
ment and direct communication with 
God, .without mediation of king or bishop, 
and made over states and churches un
der the authority of God and in the name 
of the people. The struggles in the 
western European lowlands wrote some 
of the most heroic chapters in the ~s
tory of libt:rtY. The English Revolution 
of 1688, the American Revolution of 1776, 
and the French Revolution of 1 '789 
opened the way for the rise of modern 
democracy. The Scandinavian peoples 
are among the most democratic in the 
present world. Our own fair land, with 
the vigor and variety of its differences-, 
tts composite richness of peoples, re
sources, regions, races, colors, and creeds 
and its struggles for liberty and equal 
opportunity, has given the world, for the 
composition of vast distances and differ
ences, the federal Principle on which 
is based: first, in the Constitution of the 
United States, the American Federal Re
public; second, in the Act of Westmin
ster, the British Commonwealth of Na
tions; and third, in the Charter of the 
United Nations, the beginnings of a world 
federalism for the prevention·of war and 
the establishment of the rule of law. The 
traditions of all these peoples are a part 
of the common heritage of the North 
Atlantic community. · 

The ratification of the Atlantic Pact 
Will strengthen the cause of freedom and 
peace in the midst of set-backs in many 
parts of the world. The bipartisan for
eign policy of the United States, the 
European recovery program, the air lift 
to Berlin, the organization of the western 
German State, the western union, the 
democratic majorities in western Europe& 
the North Atlantic Treaty and the in
creasing Pacific-Asiatic consciousness of 
the need for solidarity against totalitar
ian aggression, all give new hope for 
~a\'ing freedom in a threatened wcrld, 
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Valuable as is each one of these sources 
of hope, all combined are not sufficient 
for a global victory for freedom and 
peace. The promises of communism and 
the faults of freedom are loudly and con
tinuously trumpeted to scores of hun
dreds of millions of people all over the 
world. The peoples of the earth need 
the moral dynamics of a fresh evange
lism for freedom and democracy for 
their own great values and to offset the 
relentless dynamics of a fanatical com
munism. This is a global struggle for 
the possession of the mind and soul of 
man. We must look beyond the Mar
shall plan and the Atlantic Pact, vital 
and necessary as they are in holding the 
line, to make effective use of the time 
gained for enlarging freedom and 
strengthening the organization of jus
tice and peace in the world. 

The freedom of the human mind and 
the techniques of modern science have 
contributed greatly to the knowledge and 
progress of man, but deeply need an em
phasis on the sovereignty of the moral 
law, humane values beyond science, 
ethical ideas above totalitarian power, 
and spiritual insights which will make 
for a deeper and wider ·synthesis-a new 
integration of ideas in the unity of learn
ing, the unity of human personality, and 
.tl)e. unity of mankind-one world, one 
family, and one God. 
IV. THE ATLANTIC PACT, AN OCCASION FOR STEPS 

LOOKING TOWARD INTERNATIONAL DISARMA• 
MENT AND THE STRENGTHENING OF THE 
UNITED NATIONS 

The one world truly begins at home, 
but without a federated world we may 
have no home in which to begin. With 
th'e lag of the idea of the absolute 
national state in the atomic age, we may 
have no world in which to struggle or 
~ven to live. With regard to the other 
dangerous l.ags we have the freedom to 
struggle for freedom and- hope for a 
better day. The atomic bomb in the 
hands of an absolute state is the great
est threat which can come to man. The 
organization of the idea, under God, of 
the oneness e>f freedom and the oneness 
of the human family ·in the United Na
tions, is our best defense and hope 
again;:;t . :rpodern civilization's power of 
self-destruction. 

The ratification of the Atlantic Pact 
should be,. at the earliest propitious time, 
the .occasion.for the strengthening of.the 
United Nations through amendments to 
the Charter. I realize, of course, that 
there could be a tragic disservice to the 
cause of peace by a premature attempt to 
amend the Charter without more educa
tional preparation of governments and 
peoples everywhere, and without im
provements in relations between the 
great nations which are now beginning 
to develop from the present stanch po-

. sition of the democracies. The abolition 
of the veto, with the necessary adjust
ments in the basis of representation, in
ternational inspection and control of 
atomic power, a world court with original 
jurisdiction over crimes committed by 
individuals against the United Nations, 
an international police force responsible 
to the United Nations, and proposals for 
international disarmament in the spirit 
of the farsighted statesm.anship of Sen
ate Resolution 239 of the last Congress, 

and other significant resolutions pending desperate but hopeful hour. Rather may 
before this Congress, including the reso- America rise to the responsibility of her 
lution sponsored by 101 Members of the power and the opportunity for her great
House of Representatives and including ness in providing the energies of food, 
proposals which have been advanced for the hopes of freedom, and the leader
the present strengthening of the United ship in a stronger United Nations for 
Nations by measures short of amend- justice and peace in the world, we pray 
men ts to the Charter, all these should be God, in our time. 
the subject of consideration by the mem- Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, I have 
ber states of the United Nations in ac- sat here for the last hour and, in my 
cordance with the Charter of the United opinion, I have heard one of the finest 
Nations. addresses it was ever my privilege to 

The United States of America, front- hear on the Senate :floor. The man who 
ing the two great oceans and situated be- has just addressed us,. the Senator froni 
tween the Asiatic and European worlds, North Carolina, has, in my judgment, 
the decisive factor in two world wars, given a pattern, not for my party or for 
with unparalleled · agricultural, indus- his party, but a pattern for America in 
trial, and scientific resources, and with the great objective and offensive toward 
the freshest heritage of freedom, has, world peace. I commend the man for 
by circumstance and· by the responsibility his speech. Not only do I commend the 
of a great tradition, become the leader of man, but I commend his State for having 
the free peoples of· the earth. The peo- given him to us as a Senator. 
ple of -America can become simply an- A moment ago the Senator used the 
other people who have come to power expression, "lifting the level." I won
for privilege and domination or a great der whether the Senator has heard the 
people who can become the leaders in expression used in Maxwell· Anderson's 
a world transition to freedom and peace play Valley Forge: 
for all people. The historic political There are some men who lift the level of 
transitions of western peoples from the age in which they live until all men stand 
Roman imperialism to medieval feudal- on higher ground. 
ism to modern nationalism can, we trust, 
in our time be carried forward by the That is what is motivating the Sena.;. 
leadership .of the democracies away from tor's thoughts today, I am sure beyond 
dictatorship and world domination to the peradventure, as he looks toward the vote 
international organization ·of nations for which he is going to cast tomorrow. 
the .. freedom and dignity of individual · I, too, shall vote for the Atlantic Pact'. 
human beings and for .justice and peace I shall v.ote for it with deep faith that 
in the world. it will be a voice of America ·speaking to 

America and the other democracies a troubled world and giving it new faith 
must take the initiative for the stronger and hope. 
organization of peace, even at the risk I wish to ask the Senator a question. 
of war. · Drift into war is ,suicidal.in the He held before us in his talk this after
atomic age. No people can live in isola- noon certain virtues, certain social ac~ 
tion from the skies above, the seas complishments and objectives. I ask the 
around, or the continents beyond. The Senator now this pertinent question, at 
dynamic international economic frame- least I think it is pertinent: Is it not the 
work, :flung around the .earth by the judgment of the Senator from North 
commercial and industrial revolutions, Carolina, who has just addressed us, that 
gathers up wars and depressions any- if this Nation of. ours could put into 
where and involves people everywhere. effect and give new life to the program of 
The international political framework, social 'Qene:fits for mankind which he 
reaching aroun.d the earth to include in enllllJ.er~ted, therein would Ii~ - the best 
time all the nations of- the earth, needs antidote for comm.unism, and, give as
moral powers and sanctions beyond its surance that no foreign ideology could 
own for preventing wars and establish- ever secure a foothold in this country? 
ing justice among the nations. An idea, Is that not correct? 
as old as 2,000 years and as young as Mr . . GRAHA.M. Yes. 
the hopes of men, , the idea of the . Mr. DONNELL... Mr. President, I ask 
fatherhood· of God and the brother.hood .. the ~Senator from .North. Carolina- if he -
of man, for which di:ed- the Founder will yield to me for a few questions. 
of our religion, rejected these centuries Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. 
as impractical and impossible, has be- Mr. DONNELL. I was very greatly in-
come in the atomic .age the most neces- terested, as was the Senator from New 
sary and practical idea of all. The free- Hampshire, in the very beautiful and 
dom, the dignity and the goodness of in- eloquent address delivered by the distin
dividual human beings in all nations guished Senator from North Carolina. I 
constitute the basic condition for the notice his emphasis in the concluding 
world neighborhood of human brother-
hood. The preservation of the heritage portion, and at other places in his ad.:. 
of the freedom of the individual in the dress, upon the idea of one God. I should 
North Atlantic community and the like to ask him a question, and that is 
strengthening of the United Nations for whether or not . he knows iI the word 
the freedom and peace of all nations are "God," or any synonym of Deity, was 
steps toward a world neighborhood and mentioned from the beginning to the end 
are parts of the oneness of freedom and of the solemn ceremony of the signing 
peace in the world. of this treaty for 12 nations by 24 men, 

May our country, with her legacy of except the one concluding sentence or 
freedom inherited from many lands, and two in the remarks of the representative~ 
with her abundant resources of a .con-· ·of the Netherlands;which reads: 
tinent saved for the fresh peoples of the And so with · the humble prayer for God's 
New World, not fail mankind in this merciful blessing, I declare the Netherlands 
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Government's readiness to sign this treaty 
for peace. 

·Does the Senator know of any other 
reference being made to the Deity in the 
entire ceremony except that one? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I cannot say that I 
do, but I am sure that when they tried 
to prepare a treaty for the protection of 
freedom there must have pervaded them 
the spirit of brotherhood, the spirit of 
freedom, and the sense of moral respon
sibility under God, which comes from our 
religion in its basic idea that we are 
brothers of men and sons of God. To me 
that is the basic idea in the rise of mod
ern freedom and modern democracy. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. -GRAHAM. Yes. 
Mr. DONNELL. I have before me 

what purports to be a copy of the ad
dresses by the President of the United 
States and the foreign ministers at the 
signing of the North Atlantic Pact. I 
will ·not say it without qualification, be
cause it is possible that I .may not have 
observed it, but the only statement I have 
ever heard as to any mention of Deity 
having been made by any one of the 
partieipants in that ceremony was the 
reference made by the representative of 
the Netherlanc;ls. And I think that is a 
fact. 

I desire to ask the Senator if he does 
not think it is rather striking, if my 
conclusion Is true, that that is the only 
mention mad; of Deity? Is it not very 
striking if this is a searching toward the 
effort to secure one world and one God, 
that the participants in this enterprise 
should have failed even to mention Deity, 
let alone have any invocat\Qn or benedic
tion on the occasion of the signing of the 
pact? Does not the Senator think that 
is 'quite significant? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I was hot awar~ of the 
circumstances at that time. 

Mr. DONNELL. I was present during 
a large part of the time. I was not there 
for the immediate opening, but I am 
quite ·confident that the fact is there was 
no invocation, that there was no refer
ence to Deity, certainly none that ever 
permeated my ears, so far as I can re
call. I do · not actually recall hearing 
the gentleman ·representing the Nether
lands, but I have no doubt'he made the 
statement as reported in the newspapers. 

Mr. President, I really wanted to ask 
the Senator questions along somewhat 
different lines, in addition to this. I 
noticed with much interest that in his 
address, which has been delivered upon 
the occasion of our consideration of 
whether or not we .are going to ratify the 
North Atlantic Treaty, which pertains to 
12 nations, and the obligations of 12 
nations, the Senator paid very strong, 
eloquent reference to the Bill of Rights 
of our country being fortified by rati
fication of the Atlantic Pact. Is not that 
correct? 

Mr. GRAHAM. That is correct. 
Mr. DONNELL. I ask the Senator 

whether or not in his m·ention of freedom 
of speech, equal opporturuty to vote, the 
opportunity of bargaining collectively, 
the elimination of economic monopoly, 
Federal aid to the States for the schools 
without Federa.I interference in their 

~ : . •. 

management, increased business, elimi
nation· of lynching, housing, equal sUf
frage, widening of the bases of social 
well being, or words to that effect he had 
in mind the fact that article 2 of the 
North Atlantic Treaty in providing the 
three methods by which the .parties agree 
that they will ·contribute toward the fur
ther development of peaceful and 
friendly international relations, include, 
one, strengthening their free institu
tions? Did the Senator not have that 
particular portion of the treaty in mind? 

Mr. GRAHAM. What I had in mind 
was that the pact is not enough by itself, 
regardless of what any particular article 
of the pact provides, and that we on our 
own responsibility, under obligations we 
have to the world as the leader of the 
free peoples of the world, must become 
more free and democratic in our own Hf e. 

Mr. DONNELL. And does not the 
Senator have in mind that article 2 of 
the North Atlantic Treaty by obligating 
the parties thereto to strengthen their 
free institutions, had reference to just 
such· matters as I have enumerated? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I should hope that we 
would, all of us. 

Mr. DONNELL. It is not a mere hope. 
"The parties will contribute toward the 
further development by strengthening 
their free institutions," and so forth. 
That is the language of the treaty. The 
Senator from North Carolina agrees, 
does he not, that· by that language just 
such items as he has enumerated and as 
I have just enumerated, are reasonably 
to be considered as being within the 
minds of those who drew the treaty? Is 
not that true? 

Mr. GRAHAM. That is what is in 
my mind. What was in their minds I 
could not say. 

Mr. DONNELL. The term "free in
stitutions" would include such items as 
the Senator has mentioner.? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. 
Mr. DONNELL. The Senator may not 

have heard the remarks which I made on 
the fioor of the Senate ref erring to the 
fact that we have already; to my knowl• 
edge, had either three or four bills in
troduced in the present session of the 
Senate, of the Eighty-first Congress, one 
of which distinctly mentions the obliga
tions-and I emphasized the word "obli
gations"-under the United Nations 
Charter as one of the bases of the pro
posed legislatiou. That was the bill in
troduced by the Senator from New York 
CMr. IVES]. · Several others use substan
tially the same, · if not identically the 
same language which was included in a 
bill he introduoed in the Eightieth Con
gress. The word "undertaking" instead 
of the word "obligations" is used in three 
bills introduced by_ the junior Senator 
from Rhode Island CMr. McGRATH]. 

Does not the Senator in his judgment 
think that if we shall ratify the North 
Atlantic Treaty, inasmuch-as already in 
the Eightieth Congress and in the 
Eighty-first Congress distinguished 
Members of this body have presented 
proposed legislation -based in part on 
alleged undertakings or -obligations un
der tHe United Nations Charter, that it is . 
reasonable to-expect that in the preamble 
to similar legislation in the future there 

will be added to it the obligations, th~ 
direct obligations, under the ·North At
lantic Treaty to strengthen the free in
stitutions of the respective participants? 
Is not that reasonable? · · 

Mr. GRAHAM. I am not a constf .. 
tutional lawYer, but I have heard consti
tutional lawyers on this :floor, and have 
also heard the senior Senator from New 
York CMr. IVES] say that in his opinion 
constitutionally the ratification of the 
pact would in no way impair the present 
meaning of the Constitution of the 
United States. 

Mr. DONNELL. I have not said that 
it would. I have not even remotely said 
that. The Senator agrees with me, does 
he not, that no treaty can repeal the 
Constitution of the United States, and 
that nothing in the case of Missouri 
against Holland even remotely holds 
that? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Constitutional lawyers 
have said that on this :floor, and I ac
cept their view. 

Mr. DONNELL. I take pleasure in be
ing put in the class to which the distin
guished senator refers. I take that po
sition. But if distinguished lawyers such 
as the former Solicitor General of the 
United States. the Senator from Rhode 
Island CMr. McGRATH], introduced three 
bills, assigning as one of the underlying 
reasons the alleged undertakings under 
the United Nations Charter, is it not rea
sonable to suppose that when the North 
Atlantic Treaty shall have been ratified 
others, taking such facts as he has thus 
presented, will likewise use the North 
Atlantic Treaty as the basis for the legis
lation which they propose, and will do so 
even more cogently than has been done 
by previous introducers of legislation, 
because article 2 of the North Atlantic 
Treaty contains a ·direct, positive com
mitment, a promise, whereas the United 
Nations Charter contains nothing but ex
pressions of resolution, desir~ and in
tent? Is not that a perfectly reasonable 
statement? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I do not doubt that 
those ·who introduce bills will bring ·to 
them all the sanctions they can gather 
from the four corners of the earth. For 
me there is sufficient sanction in the 
American Bill of Rights and the Consti- ' 
tution of the United States, and the 
American tradition of freedom and de
mocracy, for improving free institutions, 
without having to go outside. 

Mr. DONNELL. The Senator did, 
however, point out his gratification at 
the fact that the Bill of Rights of the 
Constitution is fortified by the ratifica
tion of the North Atlantic Treaty. Is 
not that correct? · 

Mr. GRAHAM. This is my idea.
Mr. DONNELL. Is not that correct? 
Mr. GRAHAM. Freedom is at stake 

in the world. To me, collective defense 
against any potential aggression on the 
North Atlantic community is a defense 
of freedom in the Western World. 
Therefore, in my opinion, the ratifica
tion of the North Atlantic Pact will 
fortify freedom in the Western World. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. GRAHAM. l yield. 
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Mr. DONNELL. I took down rather 

.hastily a portion of the Senator's re
marks. Not being a shorthand reporter. 
I may not have been entirely accurate. 
However, as I understood the Senator. 
he stated in substance that the North At
lantic Treaty does not in its purposes un:. 
dermine the United Nations Charter. 
Did the Senator say substantially that? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Exactly. 
Mr. DONNELL. I should like to ask 

the Senator a question along that line. 
Has the Senator considered the testi
mony of the distinguished present junior · 
Senator from New York [Mr. DULLES] 

' before the Foreign Relations Commit
tee, in which he pointed out the danger 
of this pact _gravely impairing the use
fulness of the United Nations? Does the 
Senator recall having read that testi
mony? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I have not read it. 
Mr. DONNELL. In order to place his 

statement before the Senator from North 
Carolina, I shall read briefly from the 
testimony. I am referring now to article 
4 of the North Atlantic Treaty, which 
we have been told by the distinguished 
senior Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
VANDENBERG] does not even remotely 
contain a mandate. I submit most hum
bly that r do not at all concur. I think 
it does contain a mandate. It contains 
a promise, a definite commitment. It 
says: -, 

The parties will consult together whenever, 
in the opinion of any of them, the territorial 
integrity, political independence, or secu
rity of any of the parties is threatened .. 

Again I borrow from the Senator from 
Michigan, in recalling that he stated 
that the circumference of the subject 
matter is unlimited. I invite attention 
to the following observation by the dis
tinguished junior Senator from New 
York, and· ask the Senator from North 
Carolina if he will . be kind enough to 
state whether or not he concurs in this 
view: 

Of course, with every great enterprise 
there are risks and disadvantages. I think 
these should be seen and not covered up, be
cause the risks are of such a 'character that 
1f seen they can be guarded against. 

The language which I have just read 
is found at the bottom of page 342 of the 
record. 

On page 344 he said: 
Again, Mr. Chairman, the pact should not 

inaugurate a system of group consultations 
which would destroy the value of the United 
Nations as the town meeting of the world. 

There are some who argue that the Atlan
tic Treaty violates the United Nations Char
ter. I see no merit in that argument, as
suming, as I do assume, that the pact is not 
an artificial military alliance, but a stage in 
a process of natural political growth. The 
Chart er cannot stop such growth, and it does 
not attempt to do so. 

The pact ·might, however, gravely impair 
the usefulness of the United Nations if con
sultations under its article 4 committed the 
pact members, or crystallized their views, in 
advance of United Nations discussion. The 
risk is greater because the occasions for con
sult at ion under article 4 are not merely at
tacks in the Atlantic area dealt with by 
article 5, but threats any,where to any of the 
parties. Since the parties have interests and 
possessions throughout the world, the con".' 
sult ations under article 4 might relate to 

matters of deep concern to friendly nations 
of Asia, Africa, the Near East, the Pacific, and 
the Americas. 

The United States does have a community 
with the west, but we have other communi
ties as well and so many look to us for lead
ership that we ought not to seem to play fa;. 
vorites. Also, if we really believe in the 
United Nations, we shall, on matters which 
are within United Nations jurisdiction, give 
its processes an opportunity to influence our 
thought and conduct before making up our 
mind. 

Does the Senator agree with those ob
servations of the Senator from New 
York, to the effect that we must guard 
against danger under the pact, which as 
he says, might gravely impair the use
fulness of the United Nations? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I stand on what I said 
in my speech that the pact is not enough, 
but that we must be on guard to keep the 
pact within the framework of the United 
Nations, and that we must strengthen 
our own free institutions and insist on 
moral armaments in the cold war. We 
must use the pact not to undermine the 
United Nations, but to buttress the 
United Nations· and gain time for steps 
toward amendments to the Charter 
which will make it a stronger concert of 
free peoples, and also a basis-I hope
for a call by our country for interna
tional disarmament. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I yield. 
Mr. DONNELL. I promise not to 

question the Senator indefinitely, but I 
should like to ask a further question on 
this very important point, as I see it. 
The Senator himself has stated that the 
North Atlantic Treaty does not in its 
purpose undermine the United Nations 
Charter. 

Mr. GRAHAM. If I thought it did, I 
would vote against it. I do not think it 
does. 

Mr. DONNELL. I ask these questions 
because there may be some dangers 
which the Senator has possibly not eval
uated to be as great as some of the rest 
of us think. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I recognize the 
dangers. When we read the Holy Alli
ance of the 1820's, we see nothing that is 
not beneficent in its fanguage, but it be
came an instrument of reaction and of 
dynasties, rather than an instrument of 
free peoples. It threw its weight in the 
direction of the restoration of old re
gimes against the democratic institu
tions of that age. That was a misuse of 
the Holy Alliance. We do not want any 
misuse of the North Atlantic Pact. 

Mr. DONNELL. It is possitile that 
we may have· it. 

Mr. GRAHAM. All human institu
tions are subject to misuse and abuse. 

Mr. DONNELL. Among the other 
possibilities pointed out by the Senator 
from New York [Mr. DULLES] in his tes
timony before the committee is that there 
is a danger in the possibility of using this 
pact as a military: organization. Does 
the Senator remember the point he made, 
or has he read the testimony? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Even without reading 
it, I admit that there are dangers 

0

in the 
instrumentalities employed by any group 
of people or any group of nations. It 

depends on what they do with their 
instrumentalities. 

Mr. DONNELL. If · the Senator will 
yield for a further question along this 
line, the distinguished Senator from 
Florida [Mr. PEPPER], speaking on June 
11, 1948, on the subject of Senate Resolu
tion 239, made the following statement, 
as found on page 7824 of the permanent 
RECORD: . . 

One of the principal causes of the failure 
of the League of Nations was the fact that 
the authority, the prestige, and the power 
of that organization were undermined and 
destroyed-

He used the same words as were used 
by the Senator from North Carolina.
by various collateral agreements, pacts, and 
understandings which were entered into by 
the member states. 

There was the · Locarno Compact, and 
various other compacts, entered into by states 
outside the League of Nations organiza.:. 
tion-

I pause to state that my understanding 
of the statement of Dr. Wilcox is that 
Germany participated in the Locarno 
Pact, although it was not a member of 
the League of Nations, but that partici
pation was also had by Great Britain 
and other nations which were in the 
League of Nations. I take it I am correct 
in that statement. The Senator from 
Florida said: 

One of the principal causes of the failure 
of the League of Nations was. the fact that 
the authority, the prestige, and the power-of 
that organization were undermined and de
stroyed by various . collateral agreements, 
pacts, and understandings which were en
tered into by the member states. There was 
the Locarno Compact, and various other 
compacts, entered into by states outside the 

. League of Nations organization, attempting 
to preserve peace by alliances rather than by 
collective security, thus undermining the 
foundations of the League of Nations. 

Mr. President, the same kind of action 
would undermine the foundations of the 
Uriited Nations. I believe, therefore, that 
when we see that such action is a threat 
to the success of the organization, we should 
not encourage by our advice or recommend 
a process that w1ll inevitably have that effect. 

Does the Senator agree with those ob
servations? · 

Mr. GRAHAM. As I recall, not from 
any present familiarity with those pacts, 
those meanings became the real mean
ings; Geneva was not the real meaning .. 
Of course, such abuse can happen at 
any time. But in my opinion, the inter.:. . 
American tr~aty, the Asian coilference, 
and the North Atlantic community are 
to be buttresses to the United Nations, 
and are not even to bypass or impair, 
much less to destroy, it. They are to 
repair, not to impair. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
DOUGLAS in the chair). Does the Sena
tor from North Carolina yield to the 
Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I yield. 
Mr. DONNELL. There are, so Dr. Wil

cox advises me, 59 nations signatory to 
the United Nations, and 47 of them are 
not in the North Atlantic Treaty. Does 
not the Senator from North Carolina 
agree that there is at least a possibility 
that if consultations between the 12 na-
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tions signatory to the North Atlantic 
Pact became frequent, a bloc would be 
created and might. easily result in jeal
ousies, anger, confiict, and possibly even 
a complete break-down of the United 
Nations, on the theory that one little 
group of states or nations was usurping 
the organization? 

Mr. GRAHAM. That would depend 
upon what was in the hearts of the repre
sentatives of the various governments. 
If they met in the spirit of the Charter 
of the United Nations and ·of the Atlan
tic Pact, they would meet to strengthen 
the United Nations, not to undermine it. 
However, as the Senator from Missouri 
knows, a pistol can be used by a police
man for peace and order, or it can b~
used by an irresponsible person for mur
der or crime. 

To my mind, those who drew the North 
Atlantic Pact had in their hearts, and 
put it down· in black and white, the re
inforcement of the United Nations. I 
khow one can read between the lines 
things that are not there; but, as the 
Senator from Missouri fears, things might 
come there. Yet in the explicit language 
of the North Atlantic Treaty, it is dedi
cated to the purposes and principles of 
the United ·Nations, the reinforcement 
of the United Nations, the buttressing of 
the United Nations, not the undermining 
of the United ~ations. 

Mt. DONNELL. Does· the Senator 
from North C~rolina agree with · this 
observation by Mr. Ha}f ord L. Hoskins, 
senior specialist in international rela
tions, Legislative Reference Service, Li
brary of Congress, written in 19~9: 

The motives and ·purposes t}lat bring sov
ereign states into· alliance are never uniform 
for all members of the pact. Consequently, 
one member or another of an .alliance formed 
originally for. defensive purposes may not 
infrequently employ the relative security 
supplied by the joint association to pursue 
unworthy obJectives which could not safely 
be un~ertaken from an isolated position. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I s:P.ould like to sup
plement that observation by stating-. -

Mr. DONNELL. Pardon me; does the 
Senator agree with that observation? 

Mr. ·GRAHAM. That is stated as a 
. possibility. Of course, if you were to 
talk about possibilities, we could· never· 
get together about anything; we could 
I).Ot have formed the United States of 
America · because of some possibility 
that some of the member States might 
engage in aggressions against each other 
or might violate the Constitution of the 
United States or what not. 

This is what is in my heart: To my 
mind, in the present world situation of 
international tension, with the threat of 
totalitarian tyranny, now held in check 
on the western front by the staµnch op
position of the democracies, the North 
Atlantic Pact gives to the world time and 
some sense of security . to do the gFeat 
things set forth in the Charter of the 
United Nations. It provides time to 
enable amendments to the Charter of the 

- United Nations to be considered, for steps 
to be taken .toward universal disarma
ment, and to make the United Nations 
actually wh~,t its ideals are. 

Mr. ·DONNELL. Mr. President, wHI 
the Senator yield very briefty for a ques-

tion which brings me to the last point 
I had in mind inquiring about? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. 
Mr. DONNELL. I ask whether the 

Senator believes I .ain correct in under
standing or inferring that he favors the 
view that ratification of the North At
lantic Treaty would be a step in the 
direction of a federation of the free na
tions of the world. 

Mr. GRAHAM. In this way: The 
larger sense of security that thus comes 
to western democracies gives them, in 
my opinion, a more likely opportunity to 
move toward amending the Charter of 
the United Nations than they would have 
without the security which the North At
lantic Pact gives them, for otherwise 
they would be kept in a state of Jitters, 
worry, and concern about their future. 
The North Atlantic Pact, by providing 
such an intermediate period of greater 
security, in my opinion gives -those who 
believe, as I do, in making a stronger 
United Nations, more opportunity and 
more hope about making the United Na
tions, through amendments to its 
Charter, what men have been dreaming 
it actually would become. 

Mr. DONNELL. Then, am I correct 
in my understanding that the Senator 
from North Carolina favors ratification 
of the pact because, among other rea
sons, he believes it is a step toward some
thing along the line of what Judge Pat
terson, Justice Owen J. Roberts, Mr. 
Clayton, and the distinguished junior 
Senator from New Jersey CMr. HENDRICK
SON] advocate, namely, a federation of 
states of the world? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I am for the resolu
tion which already has been .introduced 
by 101 Members of the House of Repre
sentatives. That-shows where I stand. 

Mr. DONNELL. That is a resolution 
for a federation of the world or a federa
tion of free nations. Is that the general 
idea? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Its real purpose is to 
prevent war and to establish the rule of 
law; and that is the purpose of the 
United Nations. 

I think we sometimes are unfair-I am, 
myself-to the United Nations, in think
ing _that this child in swaddling clothes 
can r.ealize all the objectives stated in the 
preamble of its charter and in its decla
ration of purposes and principles. We 
have to give this child, that is crawling 
now, an opportunity to stand up and 
grow. 

In ~Y opinion the Atlantic Treaty will 
permit the United Nations to gain time 
on its way toward maturity. 

Mr. DONNELL. The resolution intro
duced by 101 Members of the House of 
Representatives--

Mr. GRAHAM. I am for that. 
Mr. DONNELL. Provides for a federal 

union of the states of the world. Is that 
correct? · 

Mr. GRAHAM. Through the Charter 
of the United Nations-not bypassing it 
or going around it or going under it, but 
going through it. 

Mr. DONNELL. In other words, it pro
vides for a federal union of states, acting 
through the United Nations? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Th!tt is correct. 
Mr. DONNELL. · I thank the Senator 

from North Carolina and the Senate. 

Mr. DONNELL subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I ask the Senator from North 
Carolina CMr. GRAHAM] if he will be 
kind enough to attend for just a mo
ment. The Senator from North Caro
lina, in his most interesting address, re
ferred to a House concurrent resolution 
which had been submitted in the House 
of Representatives recently by, as he 
stated, 101 Members of the House. I 
have before me a letter dated June 10, 
1949, from the Honorable BROOKS HAYS, 
Member of Congress from the Fifth Con
gressional District of Arkansas, with 
which he includes a copy of a press re
lease containing a text of propasals and a 
list of Representatives sponsoring the 
concurrent resolution. He states it is a 
group of 91 Members of the House of 
Representatives. I have shown the Sen
ator from North Carolina a copy of House 
Concurrent Resolutioil 64, submitted on 
June 7, 1949, by Mr. HAYS of Arkansas, 
which is contained in a booklet sent out 
by Mr. HAYS, or bearing Mr. HAYS' insig
nia at any rate, and I· ask unanimous 
consent that a copy of this resolution 
may be set forth immediately fallowing 
the colloquy succeeding the address of 
the Senator from North Carolina. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HOEY 
in the chair). Without objection it is so 
ordered. 

The concurrent resolution <H. Con. · 
Res. 64) is as follows: 

Resolved by the House of Representative$ 
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense 
of the Congress that jt should be a funda
mental objective of the foreign policy of the 
United States to support and strengthen the 
United Nations and to seek its development• 
into a world federation open to all nations . 
with defined and lim~ted powers adequate to. 
preserve peace and prevent ·aggression 
through th~ enactment, interpretation, and 
enforcement of world law. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, before I 
commence to read the manuscript which_ 
is before me, I desire to associate myself· 
with the distinguished Senator from New: 
Hampshire CMr. TOBEY] in the tribute 
which was paid to the distinguished Sen
ator from North Carolina [Mr. GRAHAM]; 
for the Scholarly, penetrating, and mag
nificent address he delivered upon the 
treaty now before the Senate. I should 
also like to congratulate him upon the 
manner in which he answered the inter
rogatories of the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. DONNELL]. 

In view of the questions which· were 
propounded to the Seriator from North 
Carolina by the Senator from Missouri, 
it is difficult for me to understand how 
the able Senator from Missouri could 
ever have voted in the United States Sen
ate for any agreement dealing with inter
national relations, for there never has 
been considered by the Senate an inter
national agreement which did not permit 
of all the doubts, possibilities, probabil
ities, and speculations about which the 
Senator from Missouri is so alarmed at 
this particular time. Certainly there 
were more doubts as to the success of . 
the United Nations organization, which · 
have proved to be well founded, than are 
justified, in my opinion, about the suc-
cess of the North Atlantic Pact which is 
now under consideration. 

Mr-. President, in this hallowed Cham
ber of time, great Senators of yesterday 
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laid the foundation for the unabated suc
cess and glorious achievements of this 
dynamic Republic. Most of these public 
servants were of heroic mold, endowed 
with rare courage, profound wisdom, and 
prophetic vision. As legislative pioneer~ 
in a new world, they followed a bold and 
resolute course. The Monroe Doctrine, 
which was considered within these walls, 
is a classical example of their firm deter
mination to protect and · advance the 
democracy of mankind at all costs. 

We are now approaching another deci.;. 
sive hour in the history of the Senate 
and in the history of the world. During 
the last 2 weeks we have heard brilliant, 
cogent, and persuasive arguments on a 
treaty that was born out of necessity 
in the further development of a sound 
and progressive American foreign .policy. 
. It goes without saying that all Sena
tors have studied this agreement between 
nations of the North Atlantic communi
ties. We have listened to the learned 
members of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, at whose hands the pact un
derwent painstaking examination and 
analysis, first during the drafting work 
itself, and again since 12 nations have 
affixed their signatures. 

We have heard also the honest doubts 
of those who fear the pact will not ac
complish its declared purpose, but rather 
will lead the United States -into danger 
abroaci and economic disaster· at home. 
And we have noted the apprehensions -of 
Senators who questiof.'. whether this doc
ument fits properly into the framework 
of our foreign policy. 

Por myself, at least, Mr. President, I 
have resolved all doubts. In my opinion, 
the North Atlantic .Pact .will operate as .a 
powerful instrument against aggression .. 
Like the Marshall plan and other phases · 
of our foreign poltcy, it is· another cal-. 
culated -risk. - I am willing~ to dFop -the 
ancient moorings ·of another day and 
take that risk. I am certain .this defen- . 
sive alliance .will, diminish the . danger. 
abroad. and at the same time -will . not· 
seriously impair our economic position· 
at home. 
· I have an_ honest conviction that this . 
treaty fulfills and advances basic and 
fundamental precepts of American for- . 
eign policy. We who support this pact 
believe it . will become another pillar in. 
the security of the free world. 

Mr. President, only in a world of peace 
can the inalienable rights of mankind to 
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness 
be maintained and exercised, and, par
enthetically, only in a world of freedom 
can peace be maintained in the age of 
today. 
- The North Atlantic Pact, I am con

vinced, will work for the attainment of 
these noble and humanitarian objectives. 
In the early days of our Republic, peace 
was obtainable in the process of one na
tion's remaining aloof from all foreign 
quarrels, and freedom was the product 
of truly democratic government. Since 
those times, differences between nations 
have shifted from battlefields, near or 
distant, into an orbit from which no 
country can remain apart. 

The ratification of the pact will imple-
1nent the Marshall plan and other seg
ments of our foreign policy. It will give 
the free peoples of Europe another great 

lift in morale. It will be another per~ 
suasive argument among · these people 
that America is creatipg '.a progressive 
and firm foreign policy which measures 
up to the world responsibilities which 
have been thrust upon us. 

Ratification of the pact will further 
discredit the ideology we -call commu
nism which has been pushing hard and 
steadily to wipe out human freedom 
everywhere. As an example of this tre
mendous effect of the pact upon Euro
pean morale, I would cite the recent ob
servation of foreign correspondents in 
France who have found that the number 
of enrolled Communists has declined 
since it became evident that the pact 
would become a reality. Many of the 
people who joined the Communist Party 
in France and other· nations did so be
cause they ·desired · protecti0n in the 
event of Soviet aggression. 

In the North Atlantic agreement we 
of America join other democracies to 
form a unified foreign policy against ex
ternal tyrannies aimed at the subjuga ... 
tion of human rights. In this historic 
document we create for democracy a re
gional democratic front and say ' to 
would-be aggressors, "We democracies 
stand for peace and human freedom; 
any major attack upon one of us will be 
considered as an attack against all." 
. Mr. President; the pact is another long, 
stride toward the two fundamental ob
jectives of foreign policy. Since the 
dawn of our independence those objec
tives have been peace and freedom. 
Throughout -our history we _have poured· 
forth our blood and treasure to strength
en both: It is only when freedom has 
been threatened ·that Americans have 
been willing to give up peace temporarily. 
in order to maintain and def end their. 
freedom. Peace and freedom are· not 
only our fundamental objectives, they 
are-the trend·of history. I have no sym-' 
pathy for those who before or since the 
last-war accept the idea that democracy 
is decadent and that only , dictatorship· 
has the strength ·to survive. . Our glo-. 
rious past should be the complete answer 
to such irresponsible arguments. 
- Hitler and Mussolini declared that the: 

democratic peoples had lost the will . to' 
fight and were rotting at the core. 
'lfhose dictators are dead and their sys-· 
terns of government · have crashed in 
ruins. The democratic world has proved 
its strength, vitality, and ability to sur
vive whatever threats it may encounter. 
We will continue to try by every means 
at our disposal to surmount any threat 
to our security by peacefuI means. 
However, we remind any aggressors who 
have world domination in mind through 
the strength of the sword or otherwise to 
remember the fate of all dictators whose 
aggressive ambitions · have led fo their 
Ultimate banishment or a dishonorable 
. grave. 

Mr. President, in 1945 no one antici
pated the need · for a North Atlantic· 
Pact, the Marshall plan, or the Truman 
Doctrine, because in that year the Amer
ican people accepted wholeheartedly 
and with high hopes . the obligations of 
the United Nations Charter. We con
tinue to look to tpe U:r;iited Nations as 
the world's great hope for the future. 

Unfortunately the forces to which free
dom is anathema have sought to weaken 
the United Nations to serve their own 
·evil ·imperialistic and ideological ends. 
They have constantly sought to block 
constructive and just settlement of dis
putes and profit by dissension and un
rest. 

It has become increasingly necessary 
for the United States as the citadel of 
freedom, to act both within the United 
Nations and in support of it to strength
en the fore es- of freedom _in other par.ts 
of the world. In recent years such ac
tion has played an increasingly vital 
part in our foreign policy. 

We have made clear to the world that 
we would not countenance the subjuga
tion of the countries in the Middle East. 
As an example, we pr-ocla.imed firmly. 
that we ·wouid not permit Turkey and 
Greece to be overrun, and we have given 
them a measurable amount of assistance 
for· their defense. 
· We have. made great sacriftoes to help 
rebUild the economic structure of free 
Europe, to restore its · basic economic 
health and maintain its stability, in or
der that the forces of evil might . be 
che.cked in their efforts to profit from 
hunger, misery, and despair. . 
The~e have been nonpartisan meas

ures so far as we were concerned. The 
· issues are too fundamental, too vitally . 
American, to be decided along partisan 
lines. The measures . taken have had 
the full support . of t]1e va-st majority of 
'Qoth our major parties. Opposition to 
tnem -has come from some who .were
wholly si:r:icere but . ~ost forcefully from 
tbose who, . designedly . or . unwittingly, 
s,erve the ends .of those~ who .weuld, des-· 
troy freedom. 

The North Atlantic Pact is a further, 
vital step in our efforcts to- strengthen 
peace and freedom. It, t-:o, has been 
nonpartisan from its illeeption in Sen-. 
ate Resolution 239, .ottered by the .Sena-· 
tor from Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG], to 
its conclusion through . the . unanimous 
r.eport of the . Foreign_ Relations Coni-
mittee. This is nonpartisan foreign pol
icy .at.its best. , , · -
. Yes, Mr. President, it -is America in 

a ,world: of .turmoil, struggle, and strife, 
operating.at her best, because our secu
rity, our homes, our lives and our for-
tunes, are all involved. . · 
· In accordance with our basic ·objectives

and with long established American tra
dition, _stemming from the Monroe Doc
trine, the Pact makes clear American de- • 
termination t.o def end peace and freed om 
against attack from any quarter in the 
North Atlantic area. In the world of 
today there are no victors in war. There 
are survivors and vanquished, but all are 
losers. Victory today can be achieved 
only by preventing war from starting. 
What we must seek, and what we do seek 
in the pact, is victory over war itself . 

We who uphold and defend the forces 
· of freedom and the dignity of man must 

keep ourselves united and strong. 
There must be vigilance. There must 

be vision. There must be courage. We 
must demonstrate to the world collec
tively anci-decisively that we propose to 
resist the attack of any aggressor. 

Only by ·doing so can we avoid war. 
Only by doing so can -we keep the torch 
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of fr~edom burning until its light pene
trates the darkness behind the curtain, 
and the·freedom which all people every
where so fervently desire can burst the 
deadly chains of tyranny. 

Let me say one final thing, Mr. Presi
dent. Let me beg my distinguished col
leagues to remember that the forces of 
freedom and the forces of tyranny are 
struggling for supremacy at this momen
tous hour. Let me remind every Senator 
in this historic Chamber that the fate of 
all free men may rest upon our vote on 
the North Atlantic Pact. 

Remember. we are architects of the 
pact. Our diplomats labored to create it. 
Our Foreign Relations Committee stud
ied it, pondered its meaning, and ap
proved it with one unanimous voice. 

If we now fail to ratify this agreement, 
Mr. President, if we turn our backs on 
the people of the western European coun
tries, the suffering people who have 
pledged their lives and fortunes in this 
great international endeavor with us, the 
people who look to us for leadership-if 
we should betray our obligations, dis
avow the declarations of our President 
and our Secretacy of State, disregard the 
unanimous report of a dis.tinguished Sen-: 
ate committee, adopt reservations or 
amendments which would repudiate the 
pact, what would happen to the world? 

I submit that the morale of the peo
ple of the western ·cte~ocracies, who· are. 
making a valiant fight toward economic, 
social, · and political recovery, would be 
totally shattered. Withfo 1 year to 18 
months, the gates of western Europe 
would be opened to the hordes of commu
nism. 

Failure to ratify this pact would place 
us upon the shortest road t() war and 
bankruptcy. Failure to ratify this pact 
would destroy the towering structure of 
our bipartisan foreign policy. Failure to 
ratify this pact wquid µlake a mockery 
of the valiant (\eaths of freemen· who 
fought for the peaceful ideals of man
kind and the future of our civilization. 

Mr. President, if we do not give our 
approval to this pact, it will be the begin
ning of the end of the effectiveness of 
the Marshall plan and our aid to Greece 
and Turkey. If we do riot approve it,· we 
may as well prepare to withdraw into the 
Western Hemisphere and build a ·wall of 
isolating steel around America. But we 
cannot do that, Mr. President. We can
not turn back. We dare not return to 
the dangerous doctrine of isolationism. 
We are committed to a course of world 
responsibility. We have chosen the right 
path, the sure path of mutual aid, and 
we must press forward to our rendezvous 
with destiny in a world of peace. 
- Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President-

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WATKINS. I yi-eld. 
Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. Pr-esident, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The roll was called, -and the f ollowfng 

Senators answered to -their names: 
Aiken 
Baldwin 
Butler 
Capehart 
Ch-apman 
Connally .. 

Dozizi.en 
DQuglas . 
Dulles 
Eastland 
Frear 
George 

Graham 
Green 
Hayden 
Hendrickson 
'.Hickenlooper· 
H.111 -

Hoey ~cFarland 
Holland ~cGrath 
lfUJl?.phrey McKellar 
Ives McMahon 
Johnson, Tex. Malone 
Johnston, S. C. Martin 
Kerr Maybank 
Know land Mundt 
Lodge Murray 
Long Neely 
Lucas Russell 
McCarran Saltonstall 
McClellan Schoeppel 

Smith; Maine 
Spa.rkro.an 
Stennis 
Thomas, Utah 
Th ye 
Vandenberg 
Watkins 
Wherry 
Wlley 
Withers 
Young 

The PRESIDING OF'FICER <Mr. HOEY 
in the chair). A quorum is present. 

Mr. WATKINS obtained the floor. 
Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Utah yield that I may have 
something inserted in the RECORD? 

Mr. WATKINS. I ask unanimous 
consent that I may yield fdr an inser
tion, without losing the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the Senator· from Nebraska is recognized. 

Mr. BUTLER. . Mr. President, I have 
in my hand an editorial from the Omalla 
Evening World-Herald of July 18 bear
ing on the subject under debate. I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

ne PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed· in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ARTIFICIALLY ALARMED 

In his first speech in the Senate last week, 
JoHN FosTER DULLES made an amazing reve
lation. Reporting on the recent Conference 
of ~oreign Ministers at Paris, which he at
tended as a delegate, Senator DULLES said: 

"At Paris last morith there was discussion 
as to whether to accept · at all the ·Soviet 
proffered truce and to resume, even on a. 
tentative basis, four-power consultations. 
Some feared that any relaxation of east
west tension would bring a corr~sponding 
relaxation on the part of the American people 
and that they should artificially be kept 
alarmed." · 

This statement was later confirmed in its 
entirely by Secretary of State Acheson. Ac
cording to press dispatches from Washing
tion, "he agreed with Senator DULLES that 
the United States delegation • • • had 
considered whether the American people 
should be kept artificially alarmed, ·and had 
re.)ected the idea completely." 

There you have it. Some of those hired 
by the American people to represent them at 
Paris wanted to deceive their employers. 
Wanted to deceive them, because the truth 
might make them less mana:geable, less com
plaint, less willing to follow the policies 
which the some favored. 

What, specifically, were the policies which 
the "some" felt would be endangered if the 
truth became known? 

Neither Senator DULLES nor Secretary Ache
son answered that question. But it is fair 
to presume, we think, that the "some" had 
in mind the whole fabric of America's for
eign policy and the domestic policies which 
bear on it. In other words-the Atlantic 
Pact, the arms-for-Europe plan, the ECA 
program, and the $15,000,000,000 appropria
tion for defense. 

All of those big-spending plans might have 
been· deemed tO be in jeopardy if the Ameri
can people were permitted to hear about the 
relaxation of east-west tension. 

Now comes the jackpot question: Who 
were those "some" who wanted to keep the 
A,merican people . artificially alarmed? 

Secretary Acheson, as head of the delega.:. 
tlon, had three principal advisers: his alter.: 
nate, Philip C. -Jessup, his counselor, Charles 
E. Bohlen, a.nd ·Mr. DULLES. 

The fact that Mr. DULLES and Mr. Aches'm 
confessed what happened tends to exonerate 
them. As for Mr. Jessup and Mr. Bohlen, 
they are Mr. Acheson's subordinates and lt ls 
hard to believe that either of them would 
have advocated such a disreputable and· dis
honest course, against their boss's opposition. 

That leaves only one official unaccounted 
for-the man who wasn't there. 

His name is Harry S. Truman. 
Mr. Truman took an unusual, personal re

sponsibility in connection with the Paris 
conference. After previous Big Four ~eet
ings it had been customary for the Secretary 
of State to report directly to the American 
people. But that wasn't done after the Paris 
meeting. Mr. Truman himself, who wasn't 
there, made the report. 

In his formal statement he was cool and 
perfunctory in his acknowledgment of the 
delegation's good work. He was hostile to
ward Russia. He said the Soviets had sought 
"a return to Potsdam and its system, which 
the Russians had made unworkable by their 
misuse of the unlimited veto.'' ·He said they 
were to blame for the failure to bring about 
real German unification. 

But above all, he said-and this was the 
kernel of his statement--the results of the 
conference revealed "the correctness" ot 
American foreign policies. He called on the 
people to adhere to those policies "with calm-
ness and determination.'' . 

In effect, he said to the American people: 
Don't be fooled by Russia's termination of 
the Berlin blockade; ·conditions are · still 
tough; we've still got to spend and spend, in 
the sweet name of world peace. 

If the President did not inspire the "some" 
who wanted to keep the American people 
"artificially alarmed," at least his thinking 
was not appreciably difi'erent from theirs. 

Dictators, as they seek to dominate the 
actions of their citizen-serfs, find- it neces
sary also to dominate their thinking, usually 
through lies. · 

Hitler had to have his Goebbels. 
Staiin could not keep Russia under hi!i 

thumb without the help of Pravda, Izvestia, 
the Red Star. · 

So far as we are aware, this is the first 
time that an attempt to manage the thinking 
of the American people by falsification ha~ 
been officially confessed. 

"Those" who took part in the plot should 
be revealed by name. If President Truman 
disagrees with their aims, he should demand 
that they be exposed and driven out of public 
office. If he does not disagree, then Congress 
should take the lead. 

The issue raised by Senator DULLES' brief 
remark transcends in importance the issue of 
ratification. For if the Goebbelses who want 
to keep the people "artificially alarmed" are 
allowed to remain in office, and to grow in 
infiuence, there is small chance that the Pact 
or any other scrap of paper will put the Re .. 
public on the road to peace. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, most 
of the discussion of ~he - Atlantic Tr.eaty 
for the past week has been directed to 
article 3 and its interpretation. The 
problem presented has been whether or 
not it commits the United States either 
morally or legally to furnish arms to 
other allies named in the treaty. 

Hundreds ·of thousands of words have 
been spoken by the various members of 
the Senate who have discussed this par
ticular article and the treaty is general .. 
'rhe time that has been given this article 
of the treaty has more or less diverted 
attention from what. to my mind, is a 
much more important article, to-wit, 
article 5. 

I intend to diScUss article 5 and the 
reservation which- I propose shall be 

0 
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made a part of the resolution of ratifi
cation. This reservation will be directed 
to the meaning of article 5. For the 
benefit of those listening, and particu
larly for the benefit of those who may 
read what I shall say, I now quote in 
fUll article 5 : 

The parties agree that an armed attack 
against one or more of them in Europe or 
North America shall be considered an attack 
against them all; and consequently they 
agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, 
each of them, in exercise of the right of 
individual or collective self-defense recog
nized by article 51 of the Charter of the 
United Nations, will assist the party or par
ties so attacked by taking forthwith, indi
vidually, and in concert with the other 
parties, such action as it deems necessary, 
including the use of armed force, to restore 
and maintain the security of the North At
lantic area. 

Any such armed attack and all measures 
taken as a result thereof shall immediately 
be reported to the Security Council. Such 
measures shall be terminated when the Se
curity Council has taken the measures neces
~ary to restore and maintain international 
peace and security. 

Mr. President, on June 1, I discussed 
this article and what I thought it meant. 
I quoted a number of authorities who had 
been presenting their views on this article 
before the Foreign Relations Committee 
when hearings were held last month. 
At the conclusion of that speech I in
formed the Senate that I would propose 
a reservation in two paragraphs to this 
particular article. I shall off er these par
agra:phs in separate reservations when 
the Committee of the Whole has been 
lifted and reservations are in order. 

The reservation which I proposed ap
parently was not read by. very many 
Members of the Senate. I am led to be
lieve this because of the number of ques
tions that have been propounded by other 
Members of this body on this particular 
reservation. 

The reservation should have been 
stated in the early part of the speech. 
then it might have been read. To be 
sure it will receive some consideration 
and at least will be heard and read by 
Members of this body, I now quote the 
reservation to article V which I shall 
formally propose in two parts to this 
body at the opportune moment: 

PART A 

The United States understands and con
strues article V of the treaty as follows: 

That the United States assumes no obliga
tion to restore and maintain the security of 
t;he North Atlantic area or to assist any other 
party or parties in said area, by armed force, 
or to employ the military, air, or naval forces 
of the United States under article V or any 
article of the treaty, for any purpose, unless 
1n any particular case the Congress, which 
under the Constitution, has the sole power 
to declare war or authorize the employment 
of the military, air, or naval forces of the 
United States, shall by act or joint resolu
tion so provide. 

PARTB 

The United States further understands and 
construes article V as follows: 

That in any particular case or event Of 
armed attack on any other party or parties 
to the treaty, the Congress of the United 
States is not expressly, impliedly, or mor
ally obligated or committed to declare war 
or authorize the employment of the mili
tary, air, or naval forces of the United States 
against the nation or nations making said 

attack, or to assist with its awied forces the 
nation Ol' nations attacked, 'mlt shall have 
complete freeedom l.n considering the cir
cumstances of each case to act or refuse to 
act as the Congress in its discretion shall 
determine. 

In my- opinion these two paragraphs 
Point up stronger than any argument 
that I may make the real issues that are 
involved in this treaty. 

Article V has been designated the 
heart of the treaty. I believe that state
ment is a correct description of the ar
ticle. I am firmly convinced that if my 
reservation . is adopted, it will protect a 
most vital part of our Constitution, that 
of the right of Congress to declare and 
make war . . 

To me this is the most important res
ervation that will or can be presented 
to the resolution of ratification. By that 
I do not mean that I have written the 
most important one, but I mean that a 
reservation of this character is impor
tant for the simple reason that it goes to 
the very crux of the whole matter, to 
the very issues involved. 

Before I begin the discussion of this 
reservation, I should like to call the at
tention of the Senate to the fact that 
many important treaties entered into by 
this country and approved by the Sen
ate have had reservations of interpre
tations attached. 

It has been pointed out by the Re
search Section in International Rela
tions of the Congressional Library: 

That the power to apply reservations or 
attach amendments to treaties has been em
ployed by the Senate with increasing fre
quency in recent years. Between 1882 and 
1910 the United States was party to six multi
lateral treaties to which reservations were 
attached at the time of signing. {Taken 
from list in Owen, Reservations to Multi
lateral T1'eaties.) 

Since that period reservations usually 
have been made upon ratification. Be
tween 1910 and 1940, a roughly equiva
lent period, the United States was party 
to not less than 37 multilateral treaties 
to which amendments, reservations, or 
qualifications were attached, generally 
upon ratification-List of Treaties Sub
mitted to the Senate, 1789-1934, Wash
ington, Government Printing Office, 
1935, pages 43 to 61; Treaties Submitted 
to the Senate, 1935-1939, Washington, 
Government Printing Office, 1940, pages 
3 to 8. 

Back in 1919, when the Treaty of Peace 
negotiated at Versailles was being de
bated by the Senate and particularly 
those features of it which had to do with 
the formation of the League of Nations, 
many reservations were presented. Sen
ator Frederick Hale from the State of 
Maine addressed a letter to the Honora
ble Charles E. Hughes, later Chief Jus
tice of the Supreme Court of the United 
States, requesting his views on the 
League of Nations covenants and what, 
if any reservations should be attached to 
the ·treaty. 

Mr. Justice Hughes replied to that 
letter. His reply was dated July 24, 1919, 
·and a copy of it was inserted in the CoN
GREss10NAL RECORD on July 29, 1919, vol
ume 58, part 4, Sixty-sixth Congress. 
Mr. Justice Hughes, who, by the way, 

. was in favor of our entering the League, 

made a very significant and, I tjink, 
helpful statement with respect to reser
vations. I quote from the letter: 

I think that the prudent course is to enter 
the proposed league with reservations of a 
reasonable character, adequate to our se
curity, which should meet ready assent, and 
thus to establish a condition of amity at the 
earliest possible moment. • • • 

As to the validity of reservations, this ques
tion has two aspects: First, with respect to 
the action on our part which is essential to 
the making of reservations and, second, as to 
the effect of reservations upon other parties · 
to the treaty. • • * · 

As to the first question, it ls manifest that 
attempted reservations will be ineffectual 
unless they qualify the act of ratification. 
The adoption of resolutions by the Senate 
setting forth its views will not affect the 
obligations of the coven.ant if it is in fact 
ratified without reservations which consti
tute part of the instrument of ratification. 

If the Senate should adopt reservations by 
a majority vote, I assume that these will be 
made part of the proposed. resolution of as
sent to the treaty, and the question will then 
be whether the Senate will give its assent 
with these reservations by the requisite two
thlrds vote. If the proposed reservations are 
reasonable, the responsibility for the defeat 
of the treaty, if it is defeated, will lie with 
those who refuse the vote essential to the 
assent. If the Senate gives its assent to the 
treaty with reservatipns, the concurrence of 
the President will still be necessary, as rati
fication will not be complete without his ac
tion, and the responsibility for a refusal to 
give the ratificatton with the reservations as 
adopted by the Senate as a part of the in
strument of ratification would thus lie with 
the President. 

Assuming that the reservations are made as 
a part of the instrument of ratification, the 
other parties to the treaty will be notified ac
cordingly. As a contract the treaty, of course, 
will bind only those who consent to it. The 
nation making reservations as a part of the 
instrument of ratification is not bound fur
ther than it agrees to be bound. And if a 
reservation as a part of the ratification makes 
a material addition to or a substantial change 
in the proposed treaty otller parties will not 
be bound unless they assent. It should be 
added that they may acquiesce in a partial 
ratification on the part of one or more. · 

But where there is simply a statement of 
the interpretation placed by the ratifying 
state upon ambiguous clauses in the treaty, 
whether or not the statement is called a 
reservation, the case is really not one of 
amendment, and acquiescence of the other 
parties to the treaty may readily be inferred 
unless express objection is made after notice 
has been received of the ratification with the 
interpretative statement forming a part of it. 

Statements to safeguard our interest which 
clarify ambiguous clauses in the covenant by 
setting forth our interpretation of them, and 
especially when the interpretation is one 
which is urged by the advocates of the cove
nants to induce support, can meet with no 
reasonable objection. It is not to be sup
posed that such interpretations will be op
posed by other parties to the treaty and 
they will tend to avoid disputes in the fu
ture. Nor should we assume that a reserva
tion would lead to the failure of the treaty 
or compel a resumption of the peace confer
ences when the reservation leaves unimpaired 
the main provisions of the covenant looking 
to the peaceful settlement of disputes and 
the organization of conferences and simply 
seeks to . avoid any apparent assumption of 
an obligation on our part to join in a war 
at some indefinite time in the future for a 
cause the merits of which cannot now be 
foreseen, as it is evident that in such case 
we .. m'Ust inevitably await the future action 
of ·congress in accordance with what may 
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-then be the demand of the conscience of the 
Nation. In contemplating this experimental, 
albeit hopeful, enterprise, our security 
and good faith are primary considerations. 
Those either here or abroad, who would 
oppos~ such reasonable interpretations or 
reservations on our part would take a heavy 
r~sponsibility. 

At. this point I should like to obse~ve 
that the principal reason for quotmg 
Mr. Justice Hughes is the fact that there 
seems to be a feeling among many of my 
·colleagues that the adoption of a reserva
tlon to the present treaty would mean 
that it would have to be renegotiated. 
They are convinced that this is dan
gerous and a rather unusual proc~eding. 
I think Mr. Justice Hughes makes it per
·fectly clear that, in the interests of 
better understanding and for the pro
tection of our country, reservations may 
be necessary. 

That statement, made by Mr. Justice 
Hughes in 1919 on the occasion of the 
debate over the League of Nations Cove
nant, is as appropriate to our present d_is
cussions and the questions under consid
eration as it was to the question of that 
day. . . h 

Fundamentally the issues raised m t e 
League of Nations debate by the famous 
article 10 with its guaranty to "preserve · 
against external aggression the terri
torial integrity" of all the members of 
the League are the same as those rai~ed 
by article V of the Atlantic Pact, which 
in effect guarantees in different language, 
by a new approach, the territory and 
security of the pact nations in· tht'. North 
Atlantic area. 

Th'e times, the circumstances, th~ na
tions, and the area involved are d1ffer
-ent, but the underlying principles are the 
same. · . 
· The essential question, stripped of mis

cellaneous and extraneous matters, 
raised, so far as the United States is 
concerned, is : 

Can this country under its Constitu
tion give a firm, binding commitment 
without any escape clauses, that it will 
.surely, certainly, and promptly come ~o 
the assistance, with its armed forces if 
necessary, of any one or more of the 
other parties to the treaty in the event 
they are subjected to an armed attack? 

To raise the question squarely it should 
.be understood that an "all-out armed at
tack" should be the "armed attack" un
·der consideration. 

Episodes, incidents, attacks short of 
an all-out war that have in the past, and 
can be in the future, readily settled by 
diplomatic methods are not pertinent to 
this Issue and should not be considered 
in our debate. I shall not consider them 
in my debate on that issue. · 

Stated another way, the question is: 
Can the President and the Senate by 

the treaty-making power grante~ these 
two divisions of Government l'ly the Con
stitution, enter into an agreement with 
foreign powers which will firmly commit 
this country to go to war either by deci
sion of the President acting under the 
treaty or by resolution of Congress, 
which, under the terms of the treaty, 
it is obligated to adopt? 

The European members of the treaty 
want that firm commitment. They want, 
and need according to their view, that 
kind of commitment. 

They argae, and their American sup
porters agree with them, that anything 
less than a commitment for certain, 
prompt, immediate armed help will not 
meet the conditions of a sudden all-out 
attack of this modern age of supersonic 
speed planes loaded with atomic bombs 
and assisted with guided missiles. 

The historic and generally accepted 
American view, is · that only Congress 
sitting at the time the armed attack 
occurs, has the power, when the attack is 
made on other than United States ter
ritory, to declare war and authorize the 
employment of the armed forces of the 
United States to repel such an attack. 

This historic view clashes head-on 
with the so-called needs of our European 
allies and the exigencies of modern war
fare. The problems, then confronting 
the treaty negotiators and drafters, was 
how to write an agreement which would 
surely and certainly bring the United 
States and all the allies for that matter, 
into the fight the moment it began with 
an overwhelming force and at the same 
time assure the Americar. and other peo
·ples that their constitutional processes 
of making and declaring war would be 
preserved. 

In other words, the people in this coun
try are led to believe that this country 
will engage in no war to assist our Eu
ropean allies in the event an all-out 
atack is made on them unless and until 
our Congress has declared war and au
thorized the employment of our armed 
forces to fight in that war. 

It should be noticed that article 11 of 
the pact does not say that the provisions 
of the pact will be carried out by the 
parliaments, congresses, and legislative 
bodies of the respective parties in con
junction With their executive depart
ments. On the contrary it says "in ac
cordance with their respective constitu
tional processes." 

ARTICLE 11 

This treaty shall be ratified and its pro
visions carrled out by the parties in accord
ance with their respective constitutional 
processes. The instruments of ratification 
shall be deposited as soon as possible with 
the Government of the United States of 
America, which will notify all the other sig
natories of each deposit. The treaty shall 
enter into force between the states which 
have ratified it as soon as the ratifications of 
the majority of the signatories including the 
ratifications of Belgium, Canada, France, 
Luxemburg, the Netherlands, the United 
Kingdom, and the United States have been 
deposited and shall come into effect with 
respect to other states on the date of . the 
deposit of the~ ratifications. 

This language permits, in the case of 
the United States, the use of a very in
genious device to make the· firm commit
ment of certain, immediate aid in the 
event of the beginning of a major attack, 
and at the same time keep the American 
people assured that its Congress, free, 
unfettered, and uncommitted, will make 
the final decision before we are actually 
at war. 

What 1s this ingenious device? It wlll 
be found in the first clause of the sen
tence of article 5 : 

The parties . agree that an armed attack 
against one or more . o~ them 1n _ Europe or 
North America shall be considered an attack 
against them all. 

To illustrate the meaning of that 
clause, an attack then against Denmark 
is an attack against the United States. 

Here is the way, in the case of the 
United States, that the device is intended 
to work; here is the reasoning back of it: 

First stage: An all-out attack as dis
tinguished from minor warlike incidents 
short of a major attack made on the 
United States immediately creates a state 
of war. 

Congress does not have to declare war; 
it happens by the act of the aggressor. 
Congress may recognize by declaration 
that a state of war exists, but the state 
of war was brought about by the act of 
the enemy power. Under these circwn
stances, the President immediately or
ders the armed forces to repel the attack. 
He does not wait for Congress. He prob
ably would be derelict in his duty if he 
did wait. That is when an attack is 
made directly on the United States. 
· Second stage: By the treaty, 10 Euro
pean nations and Canada are put in the 
same class as the United States territory 
when an armed attack is made on them. 
For that purpose they become United 
States territory. For the purpose of re
pelling an armed attack, they become our 
responsibilities. . They are made so by 
the treaty which, under our Constitution, 
becomes the law of the land. 

The law of the land, which the Presi
dent is sworn to uphold and enforce, 
makes it obligatory upon him to regard 
an armed attack on any one or more of 
our 11 allies as an attack upon the United 
States. An attack on the United States 
creat~s a state of war between us and the 
aggressor. 

Let me state it another way: An attack 
on one ally creates a state of war between 
the nation attacked and the aggressor. 
That attack is an attack on all parties to 
the pact. By agreement in the pact it
self, then, a state of war is created be
tween the aggressor and all the members 
of the pact. There is no escape from this 
conclusion. The President must respond 
in good faith immediately to def end that 
additional territory. He must in good 
faith recognize that a state of war exists 
between the United States and the ag
gressor by reason of the treaty of agree-
ment. · 

In modern war, to adequately defend 
our allies, he would be required to act im
mediately, even before he could get to 
Congress. 

If he should order our armed forces 
into immediate action under the assump
tion that it was his duty to do so, then 
Congress would be confronted with a war 
already in being; and it certainly would 
not be free to say "No." Our forces 
would already be committed, and they 
would be committed under a treaty which 
became the law of the land without the 
House of Representatives having had an 
opportunity to consider it and render its 
judgment. It would be completely by
passed. We would be at war by opera
tion of the treaty, in other words, a 
declaration of war by treaty. 

Is there anyone who would contend 
that the framers of the Constitution ever 
contemplated any .such result or had any 
such Intention when they drafted the 
Constitution? 
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All of this could be done under article 

11, which provides that the provisions 
of the treaty "shall • • • be car
ried out in accordance with their re
spective constitutional processes." 

Carrying out the provisions of the 
treaty "in accordance with our respective 
constitutional process~" would include 
either action by the President in repel
ling an attack or by action of Congress. 

I shall seek to clarify the situation by 
approaching the problem from another 
direction. 

Article 5 creates an obligation to de
f end our allies' territory in the event of 
an armed attack upon them. This is an 
obligation we did not have before the 
treaty. Simply by making the treaty and 
adopting the device I have mentioned, 
which declares, "The Parties agree that 
an armed attack against one or more of 
them in Europe or North America shall 
be considered an attack against them 
all," we enlarge the territory of the 
United States for defense purposes. 

Article 5 does not increase either the 
authority of the President" or the Con
gress · urider the Constitution. That 
should be carefully considered. It simply 
adds more territory in which or over 
which the Executive or the Congress or 
both can exercise that authority. 

This is important, and should be kept 
clearly in mind. We-extend to this new 
t'erritory the same rights and privileges 
of defense as possessed by our own terri
tory. By doing this we have taken on an 
obligation to def end l.t in case it is at
tacked. The way we shall .discharge that 
obligation as a practical manner no doubt 
will be the same general way we discharge 
the obligation to defend the actual terri
tory of the United States. 

If an all-out attack is made upon the 
new territpry, it will call for an all-out 
defense on ou:r part, the same as it would 
if an all-out attack were made · on .our 
own territory. There can be no differ
ence in the approach, so that the language 
of article 5 which states "that each of 
them in the exercise of the right of in
dividual or collective defense * • *" 
will assist the party or parties so attacked 
by taking forthwith individually and in 
concert with the other parties such ac
tion aa it deems necessary, including the 
use of armed force to restore and main
tain the security of the North Atlantic 
area, is only saying in another way that 
each . of the parties will take the same 
kind of action · as they would take if 
their own· territory were : attacked; that 
is, they would wage war to def end ' the 
area and restore its security the same as 
they would wage war to defend and re
store the security of their own territory. 

The reservation I am proposing, which 
is labeled A, will clarify this situation. 
It in effect provides that. only the Con
gress can authorize war and the em
ployment of our armed forces to assist 
in the event one or more of our European 
allies are victims of armed. attack. 

It does not leave the field open for the 
President to act as article 5 would au
thorize him to do if its meaning were not 
ciarified and restricted. It also states the 
time-honored and generally understood 
principle of constitutional law that only 
Congress can declare or make war and 

authorize the employment of our armed 
forces in the prosecution of a war. 

It is true that it may make ineffective 
the device which sought to get around the 
Constitution. It may mean a few hours 
delay in the consideration of the emer
gency; but on the other hand it does no 
violence to the · Constitution; in fact," it 
protects the rfght of a free people through 
their representatives to pass on such a 
vital matter as the declaring and making 
of war. 

I think I can establish beyond doubt 
that there is enough confusion about the 
meaning of article 5 to justify on other 
grounds not only the necessity of such 
a reservation as contained in proposal 
A, but also as contained in proposal B, 
which is the second paragraph in the 
printed reservation I offered some time 
ago, and which has been printed and 
lies on the desk. · 

One of the principal arguments for 
the pact has been that it will be a power
ful war deterrent because it will notify in 
advance any would-be aggressor that 
in the event it moves upon any one of 
the signatory:-parties, it will meet with, 
certainly, surely and promply, over
whelming force that will stop it in its 
tracks. The contention goes further than 
that; it says in effect that with this cer
tain overwhelming force of the 12 coun
tries of the Atlantic Pact marshaled 
in unity, in advance, no aggr,essor will 
even start an attack. Yet it is said by 
the same parties, mostly proponents of 
the treaty, that notwithstanding that 
the commitments under article 5, cre
ating a certain, immediate and sure 
force to stop an aggression, the article 
does not in any way infringe upon the 
right of Congress . to declare and make 
war; that all our constituti_onal safe
guards, regarded so highly by Ameri
cans throughout its entire history, are 
still preserved. 

Let me cite from the record: 
President Truman in his inaugural ad

dress declared: 
. If we can make it sufficiently clear in ad

vance that any armed attack affecting our 
national security would be met with over
whelming force, the armed attack might 
never occur. 

The junior Senator · from New York 
[Mr. DULLES], in a formal statement to 
the Foreign -' Relations "' Committee, . de
clared: 

The pact is needed to eliminate doubt 
that the Atlantic community will act 
quickly and unitedly for common defense. 
There are, here at home, some doubts or 
more accurately, some hesitations. Few in 
their heart of hearts really doubt that we 
would react quickly and wholly against any 
war intention, armed attack within the 
North Atlantic area, for that would, in 
reality, be a war against us. But some would 
like to put off the day of decision. The 
European members of the Atlantic commu
nity have considerable -doubt about- our in
tentions, and there may be doubt in the 
mind of potential aggressors. Such doubts 
and hesitations increase the risk of war 
and they need to be resolved, for, as this 
committee said last May, "The best deter
rent to aggression is the certainty that im
mediate · and effective countermeasures will 
be taken." 

In that statement the Senator from 
N e·w York is emphasizing the doubt the 

European members of· the Atlantic com
munity have with respect to the inten
tions of the United States, and also that 
the potential aggressors may have doubts 
as to our intentions. Then he indicates 
to meet those doubts and to stop an ag
gressor, that "the best deterrent to ag
gression is the certainty that immediate 
and effective countermeasures will be 
taken." 

Again quoting from the statement of 
the Senator from New York [Mr. 
DULLES]: 

The proposed. treaty poses clearly the issue 
of certainty and immediacy. It says that an 
armed attack against one of the parties in 
the North Atlantic area "shall be considered 
an attack against them all." That seems to 
me to be reasonably plain English. It means, 
I take it, that an armed attack upon Den
mark, for example, is hereafter to be treated 
~y the United States-as an attack upon it. 

In this paragraph the Senator makes 
it clear that in his opinion an armed 
attack against one of the parties in the 
North Atlantic area would be an attack 
upon the United States, for he states-, 
"It means, I take it, that · an armed at
tack upon Denmark, for example, is 
hereafter to be treated by the United 
States as an attack upon us." App~r
ently it should read "upon it." If so, it 
calls for a correction. . 

And fallowing this, he declares, "if 
there is an attack upon the United 
States, then something happens and it 
happens surely and quickly." He ob
serves that what happens is not neces
sarily war. Armed incursions into the 
United States territory, armed attacks 
on United States ships and planes which 
are incidents short of war, do not re
quire a counterattack of the same kind. 

But if an aggressor wants 'to make war, 
the Senator from New York [~r. 
DULLES] continues: 

. Our constitution cannot stop him. Dur
ing the last 100 years the United States has 
been at war with many countries, but the 
Spanish War is, . I think, the only such war 
that came about through Congressional 
declaration. In the others, the Congress 
found a hostile attack had already created 
a state of war. 

I r-epeat-- J 

He continues-
Any aggressor can make war. That choice 

lies with him. But this treaty, as I read ~it·, 
takes away from him.one choice, one tempt
ing choice, that he used to have-that is the 
c~oice of making war on the parties singly, 
one by one. If he chooses to fight one party 
to this pact, he must fight them all, and all 
at the same time. 

If I may interpolate, there cannot be 
any doubt as to what the Senator nieans. 
There is nothing left to discretion. He 
says "he must fight them all, and all at 
the same time." Then, going on with the 
quotation: 

The treaty, by saying that in words no 
potential aggressor can misunderstand, 
greatly reduces the risk of armed attack on 
the Noi;th Atlantic area and thereby makes a 
great contribution t_o p.eace. 

In . this argument the· junior Senator 
from New York is only emphasizing what 
he has already said, in effect, that an 
all-out attack calls for an all-out and 
effective treaty whiCh will make certain 
that .such an all-out attack will _ meet 
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with an all-out resistance from all of the 
members of the. pact. Nothing is left to 
future decision where discretion may be 
freely exercised on the question whether 
there will be war or no war. If the pact 
nations are to have the discretion to 
decide whether they will or will not wage 
war under those conditions, the whole 

·treaty will be ineffective. 
Later on in his testimony before the 

Foreign Relations Committee, the Sen
ator from New York [Mr. DULLES], un
der cross-examination, made perfectly 
clear his interpretation of the treaty ob
ligation in the event of a major attack. 
He said: 

If there is any doubt what we are going 
to do under those conditions, I think the 
time to debate that is now. We can afford 
the time to do it now. Once war starts, we 
can't afford to have that great debate be
cause it ls too costly and the enemy gains 
too great an advantage. 

That language means, if it means any
thing, that in the judgment of the junior 
Senator from New York, when we ratify 
this treaty we have settled the issue in 
favor of going to war in the event of an 
all-out attack. We are bound to re
spond iminediately without hesitation or 
delay. We must· act certainly, surely, 
and with immediacy. That is our obli
gation under article 5 as he apparently 
interprets it. In my judgment his in
terpretation _is correct. I think that is 
what the treaty means. 

At this point it may be helpful by way 
of contrast to direct attention to the 
statement of the senior Senator from 
~ichigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] in his ad
dress in the ·senate on the pact. Said 
the Senator: 

But suppose the event is obviously of major 
and deliberate magnitude and clearly dis
closes a criminal . aggressor deliberately on 
the march-as Hitler entered Poland or as 
the Kaiser entered Belgium. Let. us say that 
it is clearly the dread thinking which threat
ens the life and freedom of one of our asso
ciated nations, if not ourselves directly. If 
lt is, lt threatens the life and freedom of 
every other associated nation, Including our 
own. If it. is, it threatens total war or total 
surrender, pact or no pact. If it is, our 
commitment is clear as crystal. It is to take 
whatever action we deem necessary to main
tain the security of the North Atlantic area, 
which vividly includes the security of the 
United States. -If the only action adequate 
is war, then it means war. If it does mean 
war, I venture to assert that, pact or no pact, 

·it would mean war for us anyway in this 
foreshortened world. If it does mean war, 
I venture to say that we would be infinitely 
better off for having instant and competent 
al11es. 

In this declaration the distinguished 
Senator has made a case for declaration 
of war even though there should be no 
pact. But he finally comes to the point 
of this argument when he concludes: 
"But if it does mean war," after he has 
recited all those matters, "only Congress 
itself under the specific terms of the pact 
can declare it." 

What the Senator says in this last sen
tence is what is provided in the reserva
tion to the article 5 which I shall offer. 
It declares that only Congress can decide 
the issue of -war when a total war is be-
gun on one or more of our allies. . 

The position of the Senator from New 
York lMr . . DULLES] seems to be quite to 

the contrary. In fact, the statement of 
the distinguished Senator irom: Michi
gan appears. to be in direct .contradic
'tfon to the idea of certainty, immediacy, 
-and a dependable group oLallies who will 
provide an overwhelming force to stop 
-an aggressor before he begins his attack. 

_ I have said it appears to be a contra
diction, but there is the possibility that 
although the Senator says that Con
gress itself under the specific terms of 
the pact can declare war, he means that 
while Congress will declare the war, it 
will be doing it because of the outstand
ing obligation of the United States to 
wage war under the circumstances men
tioned. In other words, the act of the 
Congress in declaring war then would be 
done not as a matter of its judgment 
whether the country ought to go to war, 
or ought not to go to war, but because 
of the duty imposed upon it by reason of 
the covenants in the treaty. 

But then comes the next question-

Contlnues the Senator from Michi
gan~ 

Who would decide for us what we would 
deem to be necessary under such bitter cir
cumstances? The Constitution says only 
Congress can declare war. The Constitutlo·n 
also makes the President the CoJ;lllllander 
in Chief of our armed forces. As such, he 
can use-and many times has used-the 
armed forces to defend American life and 
security without a declaration of war. Since 
treaties are the supreme law of the l~d. 
would it not be his duty, under the extreme 
circumstances last indicated, to act instantly 
in defense of that pledge? I think the an
swer ls "Yes." 

But the Senator does not indicate that 
the President could do more than take 
steps short of war to show that the coun
try recognized its pledges under the 
treaty. It seems to me to be clear from 
this that the Senator is definitely com
mitted to the proposition that when it 
comes to war, only Congress could 
declare it. But he does not settle the 

·question of whether or not Congress has 
any discretion in the matter and still 
live within the terms of the treaty. He 
does not say that the Congress is free 
to act or not to act in the declaring of 
war. 

In another paragraph he makes a 
statement which seems to go in the di
rection that the Congress is without dis
cretion but is bound to declare war. 
He said: 
_ But that does not dilute the "forthwith" 

pledge of "all for one and one for all" if 
_an international assassin strikes. The pledge 
dependably means that whoever is attacked 
will have dependable allies who will do their 

:-dependable part, by constitutional proce.ss, 
as swiftly .as possible to defeat the aggressors 
by whatever means each deems necessary. 

That statement seems to be totally in 
conflict with any idea that the Congress 
would be free to refuse a declaration of 
war under the circumstances mentioned 
in the discussion even though it was of 

·the opinion that in order to defeat the 
. aggressor, war would be necessary. 

Many Americans will wonder of what 
benefit it is to say that only Congress 
can declare · war if it ·is already com
mitted in advance to make a declaration 
of ratification of a war already in exist
ence by reason of ·the terms of the treaty 

made prior to the emergency which re
quires action of soine ·kind:· Congress 
under , such circumstances would . be 
merely going through the motions and 
would not in any.sense of the word make 
the declaration as a matter of free choice 
and decision. 

At still another point in his speech the 
Senator from Michigan said: 

The committee (Foreign Relations Com
mittee) report answers an even more speci
fic question on this score. Would he (the 
President) or the Congress be obligated to 
react to an attack on Paris or Copenhagen 
in the same precise manner as to an attac:t 
on New York? The answer ls "No." 

And then the Senator proceeds to dis
tinguish between an attack on our home
land as contrasted with an attack upon 
the territory of one of our allies. This 
seems to be directly in conflict with the 
statement of Senator DULLES, which for 
convenience, is repeated: 

The proposed treaty poses clearly the issue 
of certainty and immediacy. It says that 
an armed attack a.gainst one of the parties 
1n the North Atlantic area "shall be con
sidered an attack against them all." It 
seems to me to be reasonably plain English. 
It means, I take it, that an armed attack 
upon Denmark, for example. is hereafter to 
be treated by the United States as an attack 
upon it. · 

But this matter of fine distinction so 
dramatically pursued by the Senator 
from Michigan seems to be entirely be
side the point, when it is realized and 
when that truth sinks in, that an attack 
on one pact member is an attack on them 
all; that an attack on one creates a state 
of war between the nation attacked and 
an aggressor, and at the same time cre
ates a state of war between the aggres
sor and all other members of the I>Rct. 

When a state of war is created, there 
is not anything much left to do but to 
.wage the war, not only to repel the ag
gressor, but to maintain the security of 
the North Atlantic area as long as it 
needs maintaining a.pd for a period not 
to exceed 20 years. 

It is proper to repeat here that there 
is not anything left for any of the parties 
to do but to proceed with the war. It 
has already been started; a state of war · 
has been create,d. No declaration of war 
by Congress, if this agreement is sound 
and is upheld, is required. It would only 

·be an . anticlimax-it would only be 
recognizing what is already in existence 
by reason of the treaty or an agreement 
in the treaty. 

The language of article 5 which ex
plains what must be done if an armed 
attack occurs or a state of war is crented, 
seems to have been put in the pact simply 
to assure nations which have constitu
ti9ns such as ours that notwithstan<ting 
a state of war has been created, the.,e is 
still some discretion left to the nations 
in the pact not directly under the attack. 

What is said there, however. does not 
mean any more than what would ordi
narily be the practical situation in the 
event our Nation would be attacked or 
a state of war created between it and 
another nation. Most certainly we 
would take such action as we deemed 
necessary, including the use of armed 
force to restore and maintain our se
curity, and of course to beat the aggres
sor to _his knees; but all that is -added 
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in article 5, after the language which 
·creates a condition of war in the event 
of an attack, is the agreement that the 
parties will not only take individual 
action. but will take action in concert 
with other parties. 

That is the new feature to what ordi
narily would happen in the event a state 
of war should be created between any of 
the nations, including our own. 

In view of the direct, positive agree
ment from which we cannot escape, ex
cept without dishonor, that a state of war 
is created between us and an aggressor 
when he attacks any one or more of our 
allies, it seems completely contradictory 
to say, as the senior Senator from Mich
igan [Mr. VANDENBERG] has said, that in 
the event of an all-out war, total war, 
that-

- But if it does mean war, only Congress 
itself under the specific terms of the pact, 
can declare it. 

I do not want to labor the point un
duly, but Congress cannot declare or cre
ate a war that is already in existence. 
It can only ratify what has been done. 
I assume that when the Senator says 
that "only Congress itself under the spe
cific terms of the pact can declare it," 
he has in mind article 11 which pr9vides: 

This treaty shall be ratified and its provi
sions carried out in accordance with their 
respective constitutional processes. 

That language does not require a decla
. ration of war by Congress before we can 
get into the war. It merely provides that 

. the agreements which we have entered 
-into shall be carried out "by the parties 
in accordance with their respective con
stitutional processes." 

This provision can be fully satisfied by 
Congress ratifying what is already in 
effect and made so by the agreement, and 
proceeding to make appropriations for 

·armaments of Wf...J.' ahd for the prosecu
tion of the war which is already in exist
ence. If it honors the agreement, that 
is, the treaty, it has no other choice than 
to proceed on the theory that the war 
has already been created and the . only 
duty left to it is to provide the sinews of 
war and ratify what the President will 
already be doing at the moment, that is, 
using our armed forces to repel the in
vader, to win the war, and make it pos
sible to maintain the security of the 
North Atlantic area not only for a short 
period, but for 20 years. 

If ·my interpretation of article 5 is cor
rect, and I sincerely and fi-rmly main
tain that it is, there can be little comfort 
in the assurance given us by the distin
guished chairman of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee in his speech at the 
opening of the debate, when he said:· 

The full authority of the Congress to de
clare war with all the discretion that power 
implies, remains _unimpaired. 

It should be crystal clear at this stage 
-of the debate that the position taken by 
the chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee and the senior Senator from 
Michigan that only Congress can de
clare war with all the discretion that 
that power implies, is in complete con
tradiction to the very terms of the treaty 
itself. 

So also are the generalizations con
tained in the Foreign Relations Commit
tee report. 

I do not accuse the members of the 
committee of insincerity. I pref~r to be
lieve that they do not understand fully 
the meaning of article 5 and all its im
plications. However, if I am in error in 
my interpretation of article 5, and what 
it commits this country to, I have a great 
deal of good company in that error. 

First, I have already cited the stand of 
the junior Senator from New York. Now 
let me quote some lay opinions from two 
of the leading newspapers of the United 
States. These statements have been 
used before, but I am sure a repetition is 
justified here because of the importance 
of their interpretation of the treaty from 
the standpoint of the average citizen of 
the United States. 

First, from the New York Times, dated 
March 22, 1949: 

The North Atlantic Pact. contains prorrilses 
not even dreamed of by Woodrow Wilson. 
President Wilson, indeed, in his war speech 
of April 2, 191-7, looked forward to a "uni
versal dominion of right by such a concert 
of free peoples as shall bring peace and safety 
to all nations, and make the world itself at 
last free." But Mr. Wilson in time of peace 
would not have dared ask the Senate to com
mit itself, as Mr. Truman and his advisers 
are now doing, to go to war if any one of 
eleven or more nations is attacked. We 
should not quibble on this point. The de
fense pact means that or it means nothing. 

Second, from the St. Louis Globe
Democrat, dated July. 7, 1949: 

Senator CONNALLY pulled out all the stops 
in a 9,000-word concert appealing for Senate 
ratification · of the Atlantic Pact. He stated 
the obvious, irrefutable arguments, and then 
some. He . made it clear the world is in a 

· situation where the United States cannot 
afford to do otherwise than sign the pact, dis
agreea;ble and precedent shattering as it niay 
be. 

We think he erred seriously, however, in 
attempting to gloss over with the technical
ity the most repugnant fact of the treaty. 
He said it will not automatically commit this 
country, as some critics' have contended, to 
go to war for 'any aily which may be attacke(i. 

• "The' full authority of Congress to declare 
.war, with all the discretibn that power 1Irl
plies, remains unimpaired," he explained. 

The word "automa~i_cally;'' of course, is 
merely an evasion. Should a foreign aggres
sion break ouf of such scope as' to warrant 
the other signatories calling for help, Con
gress would have no more freedom to avoid 
war than a citizen has to defy the conven
tions without · ostracism. Technically, -the 
Tight of Congress to maintain an inditierent 
isolationism would exist; as a practical, moral 
matter in a world emergency, it would not. 

Our automatic involvement in big-scale 
foreign wars is the fundamental fact of the 
treaty; without that fact-stated or implied
European nations would not be interested 
in it. The pact should be sold to the Amer
ican people on that basis. Half-truths · are 
not enough. · If they will not accept it in its 
true meaning, now is the time for them to 
say so. 

The editorial from the St. Louis Globe
Democrat was a comment on the state
ment of ·the distinguished chairman of 
the Foreign Relations Committee made 
iri the opening.days of the debate on the 
pact. It points up - very forcibly --the 
views or the new·spaper world and the 
o:rdinary layman of this country. 

There seems to be senatorial support 
for my interpretation of article 5. The 
distinguished senior Senator from Flor
ida [Mr. PEPPER], who announced himself 
in favor of the pact, in his speech to the 
Senate on July 15 declared: 

In other words, the moment the attack 
occurs our obligation comes into being. · We 
cannot debate in the Senate the question 
whether or not we shall go to the aid of the 
victim of armed attack. We have already 
previously given our assent to the arising of 

-the obligation. If the att ack is such that we 
cannot resist it, if we cannot contribute our 
part to throw it out, except by a declaration 
of war, we can debate a declaration of war, as 
to whether we shall implement our obliga
tion; but I do not believe that any Senator 
at that time would have the free choice to 
decide whether or not we should help. It is 
only a question as to the manner of assist
ance we shall give. 

The junior Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS], in his speech to the Senate 
July 7, declar~d: . 

Senators have become very much concerned 
as to whether in ratifying it we . are auto:
matically committing ourselves to war in the 
event of an attack by an · enemy power on 

-one of our cosignatories. Mr. President, tt 
-will not take 4 minutes to convince any reas-
onable person that we are morally committed 
to a declaration of war in such a case. Not 
-even 4 hours of the most brilliant and con,. 
vincing oratory _ could shake _this belief in 
the mind of any reasonab!e person. 

Suppose, for instance, that what was mo
mentarily feared not so many mont_hs ~go 
t~ok place and Norway was ·invaded by 
Russian forces. · Does anyone believe tha;t 
when, as , and if that does take place, there 
will be the slightest doubt in the mind of 
-anyone in this room that the Norwegians 
would expect us to com~ to_ their aid in the 
shortest possible time and with the greatest 
possible measl.!re of assistance? It is fan
tastic that, . ~aving signed the pact, we should 
hesitate to do so. • • • 

Mr. President, we are quibbling when we 
question this moral obligation. It is there. 
It will be accepted, not merely for its own 
sake, but for its intimate connection with 
national interests of safety and survival. 

The view .of one European member of 
the pact is presented in a dispatch from 
Copenhagen, Denmark, to the Washing
ton Post under date of March 23. This 
statement is typical. I quote: 

Foreign Minister Gustav Rasmussen told 
Parliament today that under the proposed 
North Atlantic Treaty the United States 
"would go to ·war" if any of the signatory 
nations is attacked. 

"To the Danish Government," he ·said, 
"there is no doubt that the United States 
will consider herself pledged to assist' an 
attacked nation with all her force. 

"If armed force is necessary to reestablish 
security, it is evident that the member coun
tries possessing such force are obliged to use 
it. That means that 1f an armed attack oc
curred on one of the member countries it 
could have only one answer-the · united 
States would go to war." 

I think I have presented enough quo
tations from proponents and opponerit.s 

· of the pact and from laymen in th·e 
United' States to 'indicate that there is a 

_sharp difference of opinion on what ar
ticle 5 really commits us to do. I shall 
not cite more. 

·From these quotations it appears that 
notwithstanding l.nterpretations of arti
cle 5 made by the chairman of the For
eign Relations -Committee and its rank
ing minority member that only Congress 
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can declare war and that it will be re
quired to do that by reason of the pro
Visions of article 11 of the pact, there 
are others in this country and 'in Europe 
who believe the pact commits the United 
States automatically to go to war in the 
.event any one or more of the other pact 
.members are victims of a major attack. 

It seems to me that every effort should 
be made to have the pact mean the 
same thing in Europe as in this country 
so that there will be no disputes and 
.arguments after the pact is ratified. Now 
is the time to clarify anything that is 
vague or uncertain in the pact and to 
make such amendments by reservation 
which will not violate the Constitution 
of· the United States and yet at the same 
time give the maximum of support to the 
friendly nations in the pact. 

That is the reason why I have pro
posed the two reservations to article 5. 
They go · to the very fundamentals of 
both the pact and the Constitution. 

The issues contained in article 5 and 
pointed up rather forcibly by the reser
vations I propose are not new. Back in 
1919 these issues were discussed. I think 
it will be of considerable help to us to get 
·the views of one of the great men of our 
time, a man whom I have already quoted, 
the former Chief Justice of the United 
States, Charles Evans Hughes. 

Referring again to the ·letter which 
he sent to· Senator Hale in 1919, which 
'concerned proposed reservations to famed 
article 10 . of th,e Covenant of the League 
.of Nations, let: me quote from that letter: 

If we are entering upon a new world order 
of democracies, the inevitable consequences 
·should be recognized. Democracies cannot 
promise war after the manner of monarchs. 
It is idle to attempt to 'commit free peoples 
to the making of war in an-unknown con
tingency when such a war may be found to 
be clearly · opposed to the d-ictates of jus
tice. • • • 
· Article 10 is objectionable because it is an 
illusory engagement. Whether we shall go to 
war to preserve the ter'ritorial ' integrity of 
another state in a situation not now .dis
Closed or described SO that the merits Of the 
case may be juqged will depend upon the 
action of Congress, and that action will be 
taken according to the · conviction of our 
people as to our duty in the light of the 
tlemands of justice as they appear when the 
exigency arises. The general guaranty _ of 
article 10 cannot be relied upon to produce 
action .contrary to its judgment. We should. 
not enter into a guaranty. which would ex
pose us to the charge of bad fai~h or of hav
ing defaulted in our obligation, notwith
standing that Congress in refusing to make 
war had acted in accordance with its concep
tion of duty in the circumstances disclosed. 

Mr. Justice Hughes also suggested a 
reservation· to article 10. I quote only 
a part of the suggestion, but it is the part 
pertinent to this discussion: 

The United States of America assumes no 
obligation under said aiticle to undertake 
any military expedition or to employ its 
armed forces on land or sea unless such 
action is authorized .bY the Congress of the 
United States of America which has exclu
sive authority to declare war or to determine 
fo·· the United -States . of America whether 
there is any obligation on its part under said 
~rticle and the means or action by which any 
such obligation shall be. fulfilled. 

The fir-st paragraph of Mr. Justice 
Hughes famous statement is worthy of 
further comment. He said · "Democra
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cies cannot promise war after the man
ner of monarchs. It is idle to attempt 
to commit free peoples to the making of 
war in an unknown contingency when 
such a war may be found to be clearly 
opposed to the dictates of justice." 

What article 5 attempts to do is to 
commit us to war now upon the happen
ing of a contip.gency, to wit, an all-out 
attack on any one or more of our pact 
members. It is said that, pact or no pact, 
if such an attack were niade on any one 
of the nations named in the pact, we 

- would immediately respond with a decla
ration of war. I think that is true as of 
today. I would be willing to vote for such 
a declaration. 

But article 5 attempts to do more than 
that. It writes into an · agreement that 
the conditions of tOday will in effect exist 
for 20 years, and that we will respond to 
the conditions which are thus frozen into 
the treaty the same way at some future 
time. 

It seems to me that is a very unwise 
step for this country to take. It was 
only a few years ago when Russia was 
our ally and Italy was our enemy. Now 
the situation is reversed. It was only 
a year ago when China was our ally. 
Today she is rapidly being turned into 
an enemy state by reason of the victory 
of an ideology in a civil -war. · Many of 
the other members of the Russian or 
eastern bloc were our ailies. They are 
in the so-called enemy group today. 

It should be kept in mind that- each 
of our prnposed allies in the new alliance 
have their own selfish interest to serve, 
and when the pressure becomes strong 
eriough, alliance or no alliance, pact or 
no pact., they will follow the line of their 
own selfish interests. This has been 
demonstrated repeatedly by Great Britain 
since the end of the First World War. 
She was a · member of . the League of 
Nations, but failed to back up the guar
anty of the League Covenant She joined 
in a· treaty with. Italy, Fr_ance, and Ger
many at Locarno. When Germany 
marched into the Rhineland, ·she failed 
France. She refused to help France en
force the Locarno territorial guaranty. 
She has been found _doing some· vetoing 
on her own account in the United Nations. 
She entered into· an agreement· with the 
United States with respect to Marshall 
funds received from the United States. 
According to our State Department, that 
agreement has not been kept, and pres
sure has recently been exerted to ·get her 
to keep her agreement. 

She agreed in principle to freedom of 
trade between .the nations, yet she joined 
in an exclusive pact for the trade of 
Argentina. We probably would do the 
same thing under the circumstances. 

The point I am trying to make is no 
matter what the ·terms of an alliance are, 
national interest wm supersede those 
terms and in the end def eat the alliance 
unless during the entire period of time, 
the situation remains the ·same. It can
not be kept the same by a mere agree
ment and that is what the pact tries 
to do: 

It is as true today ·as when Justice 
Hughes said it, that "democracies can
not promise war after the manner of 
monarchs. 'No free people can be com
mitted to· the mEd~ing of wlir in an un-

known contingency when such a con
tingency may be clearly found to be op
posed to the dictates of justice. There 
can be no successful denial of these 
fundamental principles." 

It seems to me the Congresses of the 
future can be trusted to use their best 
judgment, and in this case should be 
trusted as the peoples' representatives. 
This treaty is something new in our his
tory. We are now putting ourselves in 
the position of agreeing to wage war to 
protect the soil and the flags of other 
territories to which our people, our youth, 
owe no allegiance. If a Congress of the 
future, when an emergency should 
arise-and God forbid that it should
does· not believe that the cause is just, 
that it is opposed to the dictates of jus
tice, it is unlikely that it would enter into 
the war with any degree of enthusiasm. 
In fact, it might repudiate the treaty, 
feeling that it would be better to do that 
than engage in a cause which it felt was 
unjust. , · 

We should not enter into any agree
ment that would bring about a situation 
.where our Congress would be forced to 
repudiate a solemn obligation. 
. It should. also be kept in mind what we 
·of thfs generation are actually doing and 
saying in this treaty and in the argu
ments in support of it. 

For instance, we say that had such a 
treaty been· in existence at the time the 
Fjrst Worl~ War was begun, it would not 
,ha;ve sta,rteq; . that ,the Kaiser and his 
war ministers· would have hesitated be
fore starting the fray. We overlook the 
fact that the Kaiser deliberately brpught 
on our participation in the war by his 
conduct of unrestricted submarine war
·fare. Apparently he did not f.ear us in 
spite of our. pro.tests . anq our warnil)gs. 
· We _say that Hitler never. would have 
marched had there been such an organi
zation when World War II began. Let 
us not forget that there was a world or
ganization in existence, made up of prac
tically all the nations of the world ex
cept the United States, organized for the 
very purpose of preventing war with 
a guaranty. of a .territorial 'integrity for 
member nations. This was a powerful 
organization, yet it permitted Hitler to 
take the first step when he marched into 
the Rhineland. He had few guns, few 
soldiers, practically no planes and no 
submarines at that time, but this or
ganization did not have the will f..or 
peace. It did not have the will to stop 
him. 

It is speculation .to state now that had 
an Atlantic Pact been in existence he 
would not have marched in 1939. But 
according to the State Department he 
knew we would likely come in. The re
cent issue from the State Department 
files indicates clearly he was advised the 
United States would come to the rescue 
of Great Britain, but that did not stop 
him. In fact, following Pearl Harbor, he 
declared war on the United States. We 
only recognized a state of war which he 
created as between us and Germany. 

In these two instances it seems to me 
this generation is showing a great 
amount of egotism to say that we can 
read the minds of those who have passed 
on. Even · with our hindsight~ we are 
probably not as wise as we think we are. 
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But we do not stop there. We attempt 
to $ee what ·wm µappen in the future, for 
20 years. · 

I think this is an extremely dangerous 
thesis. We had better take a look at our
selves to see if after all we have the wis-

. dom to say now better than future gen
erations can say it, whether or not they 
shall go· to war upon the happening of a. 
certain · contingency. 

In the second paragraph of his letter, 
Justice Hughes points out the duty of 
congress to make the decision on what 
will be done, "and that action will be 
taken according to the conviction of our 
people as to our duty in the light of the 
demands -of justice as they appear when 
the eXigency arises." 

That is sound doctrine. It is old
fashioned doctrine. It makes sense in 
any time or age, and particularly at the 
present time. The statement in that 
paragraph which we should keep clearly 
in mind and adopt as one of our guiding 
principles is th~t we should not enter 
into a guaranty which would expose us 
to the charge of bad faith or of having 
defaulted in our obligation, notwith
standing that 9ongress in ref using to 
make war had acted in accordance with 
its conception of duty in the circum:.. 
stances disclosed. 

This should fully answer the state
ment--"Well, if we do enter the treaty 
and make the commitments, we can de
nounce the treaty and get out of it any 
time we feel our interests require us to 
do so." 

The final paragraph ln Justice 
Hughes' letter states -the circumstances 
of a reservation which he suggested to 
Senator Hale as necessary to protect the 
United States if the League Covenant 
were adopted. It should be remembered, 
tooi that Mr. Justice Hughes was in favor 
of the United States joining the League 
of Nations, but he felt the interests of 
the United States should be protected 
and that reservations to that treaty were 
desirable and necessary and practical. 

It is said that article 5 is the heart of 
the pact and that if my reservations, 
which I read to the Senate a while ago, 
should be adopted, it will cut the very 
heart out of the pact. · My answer to 
that is that if the pact means what it 
seems to say and as 1 and many others 
have interpreted it, article 5 cuts the 
very heart out of the Constitution of the 
United States, because I cannot conceive 
of any. greater right of the people than 
to decide for themselves whether they 
are goirig to fight in any cause which 
may arise. 

It is the sworn duty of every Senator, 
including myself, to support and defend 
the Constitution of the ·United States. 
I want to do just that, not because of 
any technical reasoning, but because I 
believe the provisions in the Constitu
tion that only Congress can declare war 
and authorize the employment of the 
armed forces in case of war is a sound 
and wise doctrine, and that it applies 
especially in this case where we are 
making the commitment to defend the 
territory of some other· country in the 
event of any emergency that may arise~ 
or in the event of any attack that may 
come. 

I think the implications growing out 
of the Constitution with :respect to the 
declaration of war ·and the making of 
war are that the Congress in existence 
at the time when an emergency arises; 
should freely and unfettered and with· 
out limitations of any kind, make the 
decision between war and· peace. 

I am convinced that no free people 
can long remain free if it permits its 
officials to do by indirection something 
that seems to be desirable at the time, 
yet violates the Constitution which is 
based on principles which never change, • 
but are applicable to nearly all situa
tions in life, in modern times as well as 
in early days of the Republic's history. 

Let me refer to lend-lease for a mo
ment. Lend-lease was a legal fictfon. 
We wanted to help the Allies in the war. 
and we tried to find some way to preserve 
the principles of neutrality and at the 
same time violate them in effect. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yie1d? 

Mr. WATKINS: I wish to be colirte
ous, but I should like to complete my 
statement, if I may, before yielding. 

Under those cireumstances we called 
it "lend-lease.u though we knew at the 
time that we were not lending the goods 
or the armaments to the Allies. We 
knew that we were giving them to the 
Allies, and we intended to give them to 
them in nearly 100 percent of the in
stances of lend-lease. There were some 
instances in · whf ch we did not make 
actual leases. Btit we acted by indirec
tion. lt seemed to be the smart thing 
to do, the brilliant thing to do. But I 
would have felt better had we said, "Yes, 
we are going to intervene in this war; we 
are going to give the equipment you need 
to fight the war.'' 

I want to go just as far as possible 
ln helping our friends in bringing to
gether in a common understanding 
those who are opposed to the ideology 
of communism, which I detest and abhor 
just as much as any man in this cham
ber, or the United States for that matter. 
I should like to vote for this pact, and 
I will do so, provided the reservations 
which I have proposed are made a part 
of the resolution of ratifkation. I in
clude the two reservations I have men
tioned, and the third, which will be pro
posed by me and at least two other Sen- · 
a.tors to article 3. I say this in spite of 
the fact that I have already pointed out 
many weaknesses in the pact. · · 

There are some advantages to those 
provisions which bring people together 
in some kind of a working arrangement 
under which at least they can talk over 
mutual problems of defense · and plan 
that defense, even though they are not 
iii an iron-clad alliance. 

I point out that these reservations go 
only to the use of arms, the waging of 
war. All other measures agreed to in 
t.he pact, economic and otherwise, de
signed to help the parties to develop mu
tual aid among themselves are not af
fected at all by these reservations. 

The questions I have raised in the past 
have not all been answered and probably 
never· will be until ht.story writes . the 
final page on .this period of-our national 
existence. - Some of them. have been 

-answered through the graciousness of 
many SenatOrs who are experts in this 
field, and others -who have testified. 

It has been my particular purpose to 
develop as much interest in the pact as 
possible so that the people of the country 
will realize the heavy responsibility we 
are assuming when we ratify it. We are 
assuming heavy responsibilities which 
many people do not even realize. I think 
Mr. Reston, in the New York Times~ 
pointed out that many people say, "Sup .. 
pose we do enter into the pact. When the 
time comes Congress can take care of the 
situation. We probably will not have to 
do very much about it at that time." The 
public has not been too well informed 
about this pact, even though the news
papers have carried many volumes of 
printed matter and statements by various 
persons in ·connection with- it. I think 
further, if a ·check were made, it would 
be found that fewer people know about 
the pact and what it means than know 
about the Marshall plan, which has been 
1n existence for some time. As I remem.:. 
ber, the perce_ntage of people in the 
United States who really knew anything 
about the Marshall plan was very low. 

The reservations I propose to article & 
are nothing more or less than a restate.i. 
ment of the old and well-established 
principles of the Constitution with re .. 
spectto the declaring and making of war. 

The chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee has declared: ' 

The full authority of the Congress to de:. 
clare war with all the discretion that power 
implies, remains unimpaired. 

He is making a plea for the pact, and 
using that as an argument. I invite 
attention to what Mr. Justice Hughes 
said tn that connection. When the pro
ponents use that argument in favor of 
ratification, then there is no reason why 
a reservation should not be accepted. 
Those are not his exact words, but · I 
think that is the substance of his mean
ing. 

That statement contains the meat .of 
the reservations which . I am proposing 
stripped of .the formal language. The 
senior Senator from Mi~higan, r·anking 
minority member of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, has declared that , Congress 
will have final responsibility of declar~ 
ing war in the case of a total or all-out 
attack on any member of the alliance. 
Foreign nations have other interpreta
tions. Many Members of this body think 
that the pact . co.ntains a. total commit
ment, which in effect declares war in ad
vance upon the happening of a war pro
voking incident. They believe that it is a 
declaration of war by treaty. They be
lieve that the House of Representatives 
will be completely bypassed and robbed 
of its constitutional responsibility. 

It should now be clear beyond the 
shadow of a doubt that clarifying reser~ 
vations ·a~e needeq . .. Why tl)en should 
not such reservations be adopted, if the 
proponents of the treaty are sincere in 
their arguments that our time-honored 
constitutional prinGiPles are to be pre
served. I do not doubt the sincerity of 
the proponents, and at the moment it is 
imi;>ossible for me to unders.tand why they 
should oppose these reservations. There 
is no practical difficulty in their adoption~ 
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It has been done many times in the past 
in connection with treaties. I hav.e placed 
the figures in the RECORD. In fact, it has 
been the rule rather than otherwise in 
connection with treaties which have been 
ratified by the Senate. 

I point out that it has been declared 
by some of the proponents of ·the treaty 
that people in foreign countries which 
are members of the fact take the same 
view we have. Then why should they 
object to a reservation? Why should 
there be need for renegotiation, if they 
take that point of view? However, I do 
not agree with that statement. I do not 
think they have that point of view. I 
believe that the statement of the Foreign 
Minister of Denmark is typical of the 
way in which those peoples look upon this 
pact. It will not be necessary to rene
gotiate the treaty if the reservations to 
which I have referred are adopted. Jus
tice Hughes has pointed that out; and 
particularly is it true when those who 
have been urging the adoption of the 
treaty are using the substance of the res
ervation as an argument why we should 
ratify the treaty. 
· . Mr. President, I had intended to say 
something further about the reservation · 
to article 3. I discussed that question 
at some length. Another reservation 
which is drafted in a little different form 
from the one which I have had printed 
and placed on the desks of Senators will 
be offered tomorrow. I intend to sup
port that reservation. J: believe that .the 
arguments which I made the other day 
will justify my vote in that direction. 

Mr. President, I have before me state
ments by various scholars who have stud
ied the question of the views of European 
nations on the implementation of the 
mutual-help article in the pact. I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD at this point as a part of my 
remarks a statement prepared by Ham
ilton A. Long, of Chicago. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
SAMPLE EVIDENCE OF AMERICA'S ARMS OBLIGATION 

UNDER THE NORTH ATLANTIC PACT . 

The understanding and expectation . of 
other signatory nations under the pact, based 
on representations by United· States officials 
to their officials,. ls the key to Amedca's obli:
gat.iop under it-as n~gotiated _.and signed. 
The other nations consider this obligation, to 

·arm them for security against invasion, to be 
. not only inseparable froni the pact but its 
· very heart. This is proven by the public 

record; by the sample evidence cited below. 
. Senate "interpretations," and declarations by 
Senators-individually or in groups, cannot 
alter the facts in this regard as of the time 
the pact was signed-on April 4, 1949. 

1. France's Foreign Minister Schuman has 
described the pact as providing the contrac
tual basis for a United States supply of arms 
for the other signatory nations. (New York 
Times, Paris dispatch, March 12, 1949.) 

2. The French Foreign Office said Schuman 
had urged that the United States send to 
Europe the maximum quantity of arms pos
sible, of the most recent types; not surplus 
equipment from war stocks. (New York 
Times, London, Mai:ch 23, 1949.) 

3. Foreign Minister Schuman, who left to
night for the pact signing in· Washington, is 
reported iri informed circles here (Paris) 
to be prepared to emphasize ·to Secretary 
Acheson that it is urgent to remedy France's 
exposed position as soon as possible, by re-

arming her forces and giving assurance of 
quick assistanc.e in case of attack:. (New: 
York Times, Paris, H. Callender, March 31, 
1949.) This prepact ·signing position of 
Schuman continued thereafter; a cabinet 
spokesman saying Schuman intends to in
sist th.at France be made the keystone of 
western Europe's defense and that the French 
Army be aimed for this role. (Associated 
Press dispatch from Paris; Chicago Tribune, 
May 31, 1949.) 

4. General deGaulle demanded priority for 
France regarding United States arms, to back 
the pact, 'Saying the pact is not enough
United States arms shipments must be for
warded immediately on a precise schedule. 
(Associated Press, Paris, Chicago Sun Times, 
March 30, 1949.) On the day of the pact 
signing, he advised France to "reserve her 
judgment" on the pact until she learned 
what the United States intended to do to 
give it military reality-by supplying arms 
for Europe . "and Britain." To have prac
tical value, he said, the pact would have 
to be accompanied by "sure and precise ar
rangements regarding Ameri<:an aid." Also 
said France "must know if and under what 
conditions she wlll receive the arms . she 
needs as the advance .guard of liberty and 
the center of defense of western Europe 
• • • (and) · • • • if and under what 
conditions she will be assisted in case of an 
aggression threatening her security." The 
report says deGaulle seemed to warn that he, 
and. his followers in Parliament, might re
fuse to approve the pact unless its military 
accompaniments met its specifications. This 
differed little, the report stated, from what 
Schuman is understood to have told Secre
tary Acheson when in Washington for the 
·pact signing; France fearing invasion"occu
pation above all else. (New York Times, 
Paris, H. Callender, April 5, 1949; the dis
patch. having been sent the previous. day, the 
4th, the day of the pact's signing.) 

5. According to the propact New York 
Times, per its propact James Reston, the 
tie of the arms program ·to the pact ls defi
nite in the minds o! the Europeans. This 
was his assertion on the eve of the pact sign
ing; in a dispatch noting that President Tru
man's inaugural speech in January stated he 
would send to the Senate "• "' • a treaty 
respecting the North Atlantic security plan. 
In addition, we will provide military advice 
and equipment • • • ." Resto~1 continues 
by pointing out that in February 1949, in 
lts .summary of t .he Atlantic security prob
lem, the State Department discussed the 
need for both political and arms commit
ments, saying: "It seems clear that the 
United States lllUst supply much of the 
military equipment which the countries 
working for recovery cannot produce them
selves • • •." (New York Times, Wash
ington:; March 3, ,1949,) The Truman budget 
message of.January 10 also included the-arms 
program. (New York Times, January 11, 
1949.) . 
· 6. Immediately. after the pact signing,. 
United States Chief of Staff Bradley, speaking 
in New York expressly at the request of the 
State Department, regarding the pact "and 
its ·implementation," mentioned the Presi
dent's inaugural speech statements above 
mentioned and continued by saying that: 
"A military-assistance program ls obviously 
an essential sequel to the pact." Bradley 
said United States arms will provide our pact 
"allies" with the means to resist-lacking 
which they would not have the will to resist, 
and the pact would serve as a promise merely 
of liberation from occupation (New York 
Times, April 6, 1949). This speech reassured 
the French and other continentals; in effect 
responding to the demand of deGaulle about 
arms, above mentioned, of the previous day. 
(New York Ti~es, Paris, April 6, 1949). 

7. Two months before the p[>.ct signing, it 
was reported that the Governments of Den
mark and Norway had been fully but pri-

vately informed through their Ambassadors 
in Washington what the United States is pre
pared to offer in the way of arms (New York 
Times, London, February 1, 194!)). It will 
be recalled also that the State Department, 
in January preceding, officially advised the 
Scandinavian countries that the United 
States would supply arms only to "countries 
associated with us in collective defense ar
rangements. This had a decisive effect on. 
their policies, as Walter Lippmann truly ob
serves (Chicago Sun Times, July 16,. 1949). 

8. Last January, news that Washington was 
discussing with London a deal to supply Brit
ain with a big force of B-29's was officially 
confirmed in American quarters in London; 
150 planes valued at $150,000,000 being men
tioned, in exchange for bases, etc. The United 
States would keep this number in operation, 
with replacements, repairs, etc. (Chicago Sun 
Times, London, Frederick Kuh, January 25, 
1949). A London AP dispatch at this time 
said the number of planes discussed was 150 
to 180; that equipping the RAF with B-29's 
had been long discussed, per an American in
formant; and that this step was thought to 
be perhaps in line with-and opening the way 
for-unification of the RAF and United 
States Air Force bomber commands, a long
discussed plan (AP, London, Chicago Tribune, 
January 25, 1949). Shortly after the pact 
signing, the State Department Information 
Service, whlc~ supplies news reports to for
eign countries, said that "Air Force sources 
disclosed that under the arms program some 
300 B-29 type bombers may be made available 
to western Europe." (L. Norman, Chicago 
Tribune, Washington, April 15, 1949.) 

9. Promptly after the pact signing, the 
Economist (London)-a leading journal of 
opinion-said the pact "is still more of a 
promise to western Europe of eventual lib
eration than an assurance that invasion can 
never take place. For it to become a full 
instrument of security, its strategic impli:.. 
cations have to be agreed and the scale and 
distribution of rearmament assessed." And 
it notes General Bradley's speech above 
mentioned as showing United States military 
authorities are aware of the need of arms 
for our "allies"; and says the Truman Ad
ministration agrees: "No attempt has been 
made to hide from Congress the fact that 
the Atlantic Pact will be effective · only if 
it is accompanied by a large shipment of 
arms to western Europe, and by the evolu
tion of a defense plan which involves Ameri
can military commitments in Europe" (April 
19, 1949). 

10. As long ago as January 1948, the 
United States sent a mission to France to 
make discreet inquiries into the need of the 
French armed forces; and highest ranking 
officers of the French armed forces are 
reported to feel that they have been let 
down badly by the United States. in the 
matter of arms aid. They insist an agree
ment in principle was reached at that time 
for such United States aid. Th.e French 
forces have even made preparations based on _ 
this belief that arms would be forthcoming; 
training additional divisional staff groups 
to staff the new divisions to be thus 
equipped. (New York Times, Paris, Kenneth 
Campbell, May 30, 1948.) 

11. The . representatives of the Brussels 
Pact nations began deliberations on their 
military needs (to be supplied by the United 
States) immediately after the President's 
speech to the joint session of Congress in 
March 1948: and the United States entered 
the Brussels Pact military committee's de
liberations in July 1948 when a mission of 
experts was sent to London under Maj. Gen. 
L. L. Lemnitzer. (New York Times, January 
29, 1948. Washington. A. Leviero.) In fact, 
in mid-1948 French Embassy officials said 
that the western union nations were con
tinuously pressing the United States military 
equipment; relying on President . Truman's 
March 1948, message to Congress assuring 
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these nations that the United States would 
match their efforts to safeguard their fron
tiers. (INS dispatch, Washington, Chicago 
Herald American, August 20, 1948.) And 
President Truman per_sonally ordered, 1n 
October 19411, the release of arms to equip 
three French divisions in Germany; there 
being a quiet agreement that United States 
forces there will be fitted into western 
Europe defense forces. (New York Herald 
Tribune, Jos. Alsop, January 12, 194-9.) 

12. Secretary of State Marshall disclosed 
to the western Europe Foreign Ministers in 
Paris, last fall, an 8-point program for deal
ing with Russia; which the French were then 
calling the second Marshall plan and Mar
shall's "grand design"; calling in part for an 
anti-Communist military alliance and United 
States lend-lease arms aid of at least $5,-
000,000,000, the initial cost. Assurances were 
given that Governor Dewey was in agreement, 
1n principle, as the Republican Preside.ntial 
nominee. (Paris, Chesly Manly, Chicago 
Tribune, October 22, 1948.) 

13. Immediately after the signing of ·the 
pact, eight .of the signatories presented to the 
State Department an urgent appeal for arms 
and cash aid, for their rearmament·; and the 
United States State Department formally 
replied that it would recommend such as
sistance to Congress in recognition o! the 
principle of self-help and mutual aid con
tained in the Atlantlc Pact. (New York 
Tim.es, Washington, April 9, 1949.) (In 
other words, the State Department consid
ered the arms program to be an implementa
tion of the pact, though denying it in July 
in a. communication to Senator VA:NDENBERG, 
New York Times, July 12, 1949.) The United 
States Government is going quietly ahead 
with plans to set up military supply missions 
in each of the countries which may receive 
a.rms under the arms program. A small 
group of United States armed forces ex
perts arrived in London, a few weeks after 
the pact signing, to confer with the Euro
pean Coordinating Committee organization 
set up under the chairmanship of Ambassa
dor Douglas to supervise the arms-distribu
tion program. (New York Times. London, 
May 6, 1949.) 

H. The arms program has been inex
tricably interwoven with the alliances pro
gram all al<>ng; this being especially clear in 
the spring of 1948 when the President was on 
the verge of asking Congress for arms lend
lease revival-at the same time· that the 
Vandenberg resolution (Senate Resolution 
239) was being readied for public announce
ment. (See New York Times and New Yru·.k 
Herald Tribune, for the last week in April 
and the fir.st week in May 1948, for instance.) 
Both arms and alliances programs were, of 
course, being gradually developed in 1947; 
and have their roots in still earlier British
United States dealings and understandings
as noted in my statement against the pact 
at pages 1235-1263 of part 3 of the .record 
of hearings of the Senate Fore~gn Relations 
Committee regarding the pact, especially in 
the chronological list of background events 
at pages 1259-1263. 

15. The demand for our pact allies has 
all along been for security against invasion 
occupation, not postoccupation liberation by 
United States forces. Hence their demand 
for arm.s for this purpose. French Foreign 
Minister Bidault spoke their demand for 

, arms for this purpose. French Foreign Min
ister Bidault spoke for all when he spoke for 
France in June 1948, in a reported private 
conversation, saying that not long after in
vasion (by Russian forces) every leader of 

. French polit ical and social thought will have 
been liquidated (Newsweek; June 14, 1948). 
Early this year Premier Queille reiterated 
this warning, saying "any liberation by 
America would be liberating a corpse. 
• • • Fifteen days, even, after the inva
sion will be too late." This is why they 
consider the arms program to be the heart 

of the pact alliance, their main reason for 
signing it. Last month Quellle said, in line 
with the prepact signing understanding, that 
France expects the United States to rearm 
her army and make her secure against inva
sion and occupation, because otherwise we 
could not go on working. And (now that the 
pact is signed) France feels now that she 
has allies and soon will have her own army 
again. Without the United ::>t ates, we would 
be lost. (Interviewed by Irving Pfl.aum, 
Paris; Chicago Sun Times, June 4, 1949.) 

CONCLUSION 

The pact~ as negotiated and signed, in
separably embodies the arms program to 
make our allies thereunder secure against 
Russian invasion. 

HAMILTON A. LONG. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, ·that 
concludes the formal presentation which 
I intended to make at this ti~e. 

Mr. McMAHON rose. 
Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, has· 

the Senator concluded? 
Mr. WATKINS. I have fini-shed. I 

noticed that the Senator from Connecti
cut was first on his.feet. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, I was 
seeking recognition. I thought the Sen
ator was through. 

Mr. DONNELL. If the Senator will 
yield to me for a few questions, I shall 
appreciate the privilege. 

Mr. WATKINS. I yield. 
. Mr. DONNELL. The Senator quoted 
quite extensively from a letter from Hon. 
Charles Evans Hughes to :a:on. Frederick 
Hale, dated July 24, 1919, and set forth 
in volume 58 of the CONGRESSI<>NAL RE{J
ORD for July 29, 1919, part IV, Sixty
.sixth Congress, at pages 3302 and 3303. 
I am not entirely certain whether the 
Senator quoted all of the parts which 
particularly impressed themselves on me 
upan glancing through the letter after 
hearing the Senator mention it. 

Mr. WATKINS. I quoted most Of the 
letter which I thought was pertinent to 
the present discussion. 

Mr. DONNELL. I think the Senator 
quoted this sentence from the letter of 
Mr. Hughes: 

The adoption of resolutions by the Senate 
setting forth its views will not affect the obli
gations of the Government if it is in fact 
ratified without reservations which consti
tute part of the instrument of ratification. 

The Senator quoted that; did he -not? 
Mr. WATKINS. I did. 
Mr. DONNELL. Let me ask the Sen

ator whether in his opinion the fact that 
the Committee on Foreign Relations has 
made a report, or the contents of that 
report, would in any way affect the obli
gations of the Government if the North 
Atlantic Treaty were in fact ratified 
without reservations which constitute 
part of the instrument of ratification. 

Mr. WATKINS. I think such state
ments would not affect it at all, so far 
as the other countries are coneerned, 

. simply because the other countries have 
not accepted those statements. They 
have not been called to their attention as 
a part of the pact. I think Justice 
Hughes is correct in stating that only 
such matters as are made a part of the 
resolution of ratification, and such res
ervations as come within it, would be 

· binding on the other signatories, in-the 
,event they did not -0bject to them, or 

merely passed some-resolution accepting 
the reservations. 

:Mr. DONNELL. It would certainly 
appear logical, would it not, that if Mr. 
Hughes was correct in saying that the 
adoption of resolutions by the Senate 
would not affect the obligations of the 
Government if the treaty were in fact 
ratified without reservations which con
stitute a part of the instrument of rati
fication, a similar action by a subordi
nate arm of the Senate in submitting a 
commit tee report certainly would not af
fect the -Obligations of the Government 
under the North Atlantic Treaty if the 
treaty were in fact ratified without res
ervations which constitute a part of the 
instrument of ratification. 
· Mr. WATKINS. I certainly agree 
with that statement. I think there is a 
mistaken idea that if the report of the 
Foreign Relations Committee or the ·de
bates of the Congress are examined. what 
the pact means will be determined. I 
doubt if they would have any effect. Jus
tice Hughes goes on to point · out that 
even a formal declaration, a resolution 
passed by the Congress, would have no 

. effect whatsoever on what other nations 
would be required to do under the pact, 
or their understanding of the pact. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a further inquiry? 

Mr. WATKINS. I yield. 
Mr. DONNELL. Am I correct; then, in 

drawing the inference that if the 'adop
tion of resolutio11s would not affect the 
obligations of the treaty, if it is in fact 
ratifioo without reservation, and if the 
report of the Foreign Relations Commit
tee itself w-0uld not affect the obligations 
of the treaty, certainly the mere state
ments on the floor of the Senate by the 
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee w-ould not affect the obligations of 
the covenant or treaty? 

Mr. WATKINS. I doubt it. I think 
they would have no effect whatsoever on 
what the other parties would· finally 
argue the treaty to be, unless some of 
the statements made were in their favor 
and they wished to use them to bolster an 
ambiguous clause. 

Mr. DONNELL. But is it not perfectly 
clear that mere statements on the floor 
of the Senate by the chairman of the 
F-0reign Relations Committee will not 
affect the obligations of the treaty? 

Mr. WATKINS. I think that is cor
rect. Any statements or reservations 
made would have to be of equal dignity 
with at least the resoluti-0n of ratification 
in order to be binding in any way on any 
of the parties. 

Mr. DONNELL. And. by like reason
ing. the statement of the ranking mi
nority member of the committee. made 
on the :floor of the Senate. would not 
ailect the obligatfons of the treaty would 
it? . 

Mr. WATKINS. Much as I respect 
him, I think that would not have any 
binding effect on anyone. 

Mr. DONNELL. I was referring to the 
senior Sena tor from Michigan [Mr. 
VANDENBERG], with all due respect both 
to him and to the chairman of the com
mittee. .The point I make is that ob-

. viously, as a matter of law, none of the 
statements made by either of those 
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gentlemen would affect the actual obliga
tions of the treaty after once it is rati
fied, although doubtless it might be true, 
as the Senator has indicated. that if some 
of the other signatories wished to use 
such a statement as a basis for an argu
ment in regard to admissions on our part, 
they might do so with some basis of 
plausibility. 

Mr. WATKINS. It might be binding 
on us. but certainly it would not be bind
ing on them. 

Mr. DONNELL. That is precisely the 
point. and the Senator from Utah has 
stated it much better than I stated it

. so much so. that I am glad to have his 
statement in the RECORD. 

In all frankness, I should say I have 
not yet developed the matter to that 
point. but I think the Senator from 
Utah is entirely correct in his conclu-

. sions. 
Mr. WATKINS. I think the general 

legislative history of such matters and 
the statements made in committee re
ports are of no binding effect on anyone, 
except as they might be used in the 
nature of admissions. 

Mr. DONNELL. But when we are 
told by the senior Senator from Michigan 
that the pact "involves us in no obliga
tion not already implicit in our signature 
to the United Nations Charter." 

That statement has no actual legal ef
fect insofar as changing the obligations 

·or in giving us any legal assurance that 
we are not bound in that way, does it? 

Mr. WATKINS. I would say it has no 
effect. 

Mr. BONNELL. In other words, the 
treaty speaks for itself; and the mere 
conclusion of the distinguished Senator 
from Michigan that it "involves us in no 
obligation not already implicit in our 
signature to the United Nations Charter" 
is without legal effect, is it not? 

Mr. WATKINS. That is correct. The 
other nations would not have any obli
gation whatever to regard it as binding. 

Mr. DONNELL. Yes. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield 

for a further question? 
Mr. WATKINS. I yield. 
Mr. DONNELL. When the senior Sen

ator from Michigan, as shown at page 
8897 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, as
sured us that article 2 of the treaty "is 
not by any stretch of the imagination a 
mandate." 

That statement does not change arti
cle 2 into no mandate, if as a matter 
·of law it is a mandate. Is that correct? 

Mr. WATKINS. That is correct. 
Mr. DONNELL. Of course, I am not 

in any sense. undertaking to commit the 
Senator whom I am addressing to a state
ment of whether it is or is not a mandate. 

Mr. WATKINS.- I may state that I 
have a· good many· doubts about what is 
in that article. As the Senator from 
Missouri knows. at the hearings I asked 
a good many ~uestions about it of the 
witnesses who appeared. It was difficult 
to get any concrete statement as to what 
it meant. I was interested in the state
ment of the senior Senator from ·Michi
gan [Mr. VANDENBERG] that it did not in
clude tariffs or the International Trade 
Organization or many other things. At 

the time, I thought to myself, "That is 
satisfying, and that indicates what is 
meant; and we are not bound in that 
direction. because the senior Senator 
from Michigan has said so." But I have 
come to the conclusion, after reading 
Mr. Hughes' letter and other matters in 
that connection, that we do not know 
what is included under that section of 
the pact. 

Mr. DONNELL. So when it is stated 
in article 2 that-

The parties • • • wil eek to elimi
nate conflict in their international economic 
policies and will encourage economic collab
oration between any or all of them . 

Is it true that both the Senator from 
Utah, whom I am addressing, and I 
have found nothing in the testimony we 
heard before the Foreign Relations Com
mittee-we did not hear all the testi
mony, but I refer to what we did hear
to illuminate the path with any degree 
of light which would enable us to tell 
just what things are meant by that state
ment in the treaty? 

Mr. WATKINS. I agree with the Sen
ator. In fact. I was very much sur
prised to find that some of the witnesses 
had not even read the treaty, yet they 
were giving us advice about it and what 
it meant, and they said it should be 
ratified. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. Clayton, the 
former Assistant Secretary of State, 
stated on the witness stand, did he not, 
that he had not read any part of the 
treaty? 

Mr. WATKINS. I think that is cor
rect. 

Mr. DONNELL. Yet he was there ad
vising that it be ratified. Is that cor
rect? 

Mr. WATKINS. He said he had read 
many articles about the treaty, although 
he had not actually read the treaty. 

Mr. DONNELL. I should have in
cluded that statement in my question. 
I did so the other day. 

Mr. WATKINS. Yes. But it was sur
prising to ·find how little some of the 
witnesses. who were posing as experts on 
the treaty knew about it and its language. 

Mr. DONNELL. When we are told by 
the senior Senator from Michigan that

What happens, for example, if one of 
them-

Meaning one of the existing signa
tories-
succumbs to communism? Are we still 
bound by these pledges? The answer is that 
we are not. Any adverse change in basic 
character would represent a new signatory 
to all intents and purposes. We are making 
no commitments to any such new signa
tories. 

Am I correct in my understanding that 
the Senator from Utah would agree with 
me that that answer by the Senator from 
Michigan has no legal effect whatsoever 
in connection with determining whether 
there is a discharge of such a country 
from the treaty by virtue of its becoming 
communistic? 

Mr. WATKINS. I think that is cor
rect. I do believe we can interpret the 
treaty in that way. The only binding ef
fect, possibly, would be on the Senator 
from Michigan, but not on anyone else. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield for a question, may 
I ask the two Senators how long they 
think their colloquy will last? 

Mr. DONNELL. I shall take not more 
than 5 or 10 minutes longer. 

Mr. McMAHON. I am anxious to pre
sent my remarks on the treaty, and I 
have an 8 o'clock engagement. Of 
course I realize that that is of no concern 
to the Senator, and I do not wish to 
undertake to limit the colloquy. How
ever, I wondered how long the Senator 
would take. 

Mr. DONNELL. I do not wish in any 
sen8e to be unreasonable to the Senator 
from Connecticut. I should like to pur
sue this matter for a few minutes fur
ther, if I may; and I shall endeavor to be 
as expeditious as possible. 

Mr. McMAHON. Would it be possi
ble-I ask this in all hope that it will be
for the Senator from Connecticut to 
make a short address .. and then for the 
colloquy to be resumed? 

Mr. DONNELL. I shall have to ask 
the Senator from Utah if that will meet 
with his approval. I do not think I shall 
take more than 5 or 10 minutes more. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the situation. However, to ac
cede to the suggestion of the Senator 
from Connecticut would be to suit his 
convenience, as opposed to that of the 
two Senators to whom he has referred. 

Mr. McMAHON. I fully appreciate 
that, and I have no desire to do so. 

Mr. DONNELL. I thank the Senator 
from Connecticut. May I inquire of the 
Senator from Utah whether he agrees 
with the sentence I am about to quote 
from Mr. Charles Evans Hughes' letter 
of July 24, 1919? The Justice was then 
referring to the League of Nations Cov
enant, but now, assuming that in bring
ing us up to date, that same language 
were used with application to the North 
Atlantic Pact, would the Senator agree 
with this observation made by .Mr. 
Hughes? 

Rather, the proposed covenant--

That is to say, now, it would be the 
North Atlantic Pact-
should be viewed as a mere beginning, and 
while it is important that we should have 
a beginning, it is equally important that 
we should not make a false start. 

Would the Senator agree with that 
statement? 

Mr. WATKINS. I certainly agree with 
it. I think that is good, sound sense. 

Mr. DONNELL. I recall that the Sen
ator made some mention of a similarity 
in effect between article 5 of the treaty 
and article 10 of the League of Nations 
Covenant. Did I correctly understand 
the Senator? 

Mr. WATKINS. I did malte a state
ment of that kind. I pointed out that, 
while the situation was different and the 
parties were different and the circum
stances at that time were not quite the 
same as they are now, yet underlying it 
all was the same idea in the case of the 
League of Nations of guaranteeing the 
territorial integrity of the members of 
the League of Nations, and in the case 
of the North Atla.ntic pact of guaran
teeipg the security and the territory of 
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it~ m~nibers: In that w~y they are very 
Closely. related, and the fundamental 
problem . of . the Constitution itself, and 
what can be done under it, with respect 
to a matter of that kind, is in my opinion 
exactly the same. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator permit me another inquiry? 

Mr. WATKINS. I yield. . 
Mr. DONNELL. Does the Senator 

agree with me in this observation by Mr. 
Hughes in that connection? Referring 
to article 10 of the League of Nations 
Covenant, he says: 

I still think that article 10 is a trouble 
breeder and not a peacemaker. 

Would the views of the .Senator be to 
the effect that article 5 of the proposed 
North Atlantic Treaty is likewise, to quote 
Mr. Hughes' language, "a trouble breed
er and not a peacemaker"? 

Mr. WATKINS. As the treaty is now 
written, without my.reservations, I think 
it' will be a trouble breeder and be dan
gerous to the United States. As I inter
pret it and as I think it was written and 
intended, it would be an outright viola
tion of the Constitution of the United · 
States in respect to one of the greatest 
rights the people now possess, namely, to 
have representatives of their own choos
ing decide whether they shall go into 
a war in which their lives, their liberties, 
and indeed, everything they have in the 
world are involved-. 

Mr. DONNELL. In regard to the Sen
ator's ref erente to the Constitution, may 
I 'Inquire whether he concurs in this ob
servation in Washington's Farewell Ad
dress: 

The basis of our political systems is the 
right of the people to make and to alter their 
constitutions of government-but the con
stitution which at any time · exists, until 
changed by an explicit and· authentic act of 
the whole people, is sacredly obligatory upon 
all. ,'.l'he very idea of the power, and the right 
of the people to establish government, pre
suppose the duty of every individual to obey 
the established government. 

Mr. WATKINS~ I agree most heartily 
with it, and i believe there has been time 
enough for those who believe we ought 
to be able to make a treaty of this kind 
to have gone to the people with a con
stitutional amendment, if · there is such 
an emergency 'as has been· declared. It 
would· not have taken long to obt"ain 
ratification of such an amendment by 
the various State legislatures, provided 
the people of the United States would 
have stood for such an amendment. My 
own personal judgment is they would 
have turned it down by an overwhelming 
vote and voted out of office anyone who 
would attempt to tamper with the con
stitutional provisions on the question of 
making war . . 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a further inquiry? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Doe8 the 
Senator from Utah yield to the Senator 
from Missouri? 

Mr. WATKINS. I yield. 
Mr. DONNELL. There is one other 

portion of Washington's Farewell Ad
dress, wherein he is considering the mat
ter of those entrusted with the adminis
tration of a free country confining them-

selves within their respective constitu
tional spheres, avoiding in the exercise 
of the powers of one department en
croachment upon another. Washington 
had this to say, and I ask the Senator 
whether he agrees with the underlying 
views thus expressed by George Wash
ington: 

If, in the opinion of the people, the dis
tribution or modification of the constitu
tional powers be in any particular wrong, let 
it be corrected by an amendment in the way 
which the <J.Wistitution designates-but let 
there be no change by usurpation; for though 
this, in one instance, may be the instrument 
of good, it is the customary weapon by which 
free governments are destroyed. The prece
dent must always greatly overbalance in per
manent evil, any partial or transient benefit 
which the use can at any time yield. 

Mr. WATKINS. I agree with that, and 
I point out that in this particular treaty 
it is attempted to amend the constitu
tional authority, That cannot be done 
in my judgment; but there is no way on 
earth to review it. No one is going into 
the Supreme Court, as .at present con
stituted, and get any worth-while re
view of the question. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the courtesy of the Senator . . I 
have made inquiry to ascertain whether 
a copy of the report of the Committe·e 
on Foreign Relations has been placed in 
the RECORD. I think it is important to 
have it in the REcoRD. I do not regard 
the committee report as in any sense af
fecting the obligation of the treaty, but 
nevertheless I think it is important that 
the observations of the committee and 
the views of the committee may be be
fore the Senate in full, and; Unless it shall 
develop from the reportorial staff that 
the report has already been incorpo
rated, I ask leave that, at the conclusion 
of the colloquy between the Senator of 
Utah and myself, the report may be set 
forth in full. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER Without 
objection, it is s9 ordered. 

Mr. DONNELL. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. WATKINS. I yield the floor. 
The report of the Committee on For-

eign Relations <Ex. Rept. No. 8) is as 
follows: 

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to 
whom was referred the North Atlantic Treaty 
(Executive L, 8lst Cong., 1st sess.), signed at 
Washington on April 4, 1949, unanimously 
report the treaty to the Senate and recom
mend that its advice and consent to ratifi
cation be given at an early date. 

PART I. BACKGROUND 

1. MAIN PURPOSE OF THE TREATY 

· The basic objective of the treaty is to as
sist in achieving the primary purpose of the 
United Nations-the maintenance of peace 
and security. It is designed to do so by 
making clear the determination of the mem
bers of the North Atlantic community to 
safeguard their common heritage of freedom 
by exercising collectively their inherent 
right of self-defense in the event of an armed 
attack upon any of them, while making clear 
at the same time their determination to live 
in peace with all governments and all 
pe.oples. 

2. TEXT 01' NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY 

"The Parties to this Treaty reaftirm their 
faith in the purposes and principles ·of the 
Charter of the. United Nations and their de-

sue to live in peace with all peoples and all 
governments. 

"They are determined to safeguard the 
freedom, common heritage and civilization 
of their peoples, founded on the principles 
of democracy, individual liberty and the rule 
of law. 

''They seek to promote stability and well
being in the North Atlantic area. 

"They are resolved to unite their efforts for 
collective defense and for the preservation of 
peace and security. 

"They therefore agree to this North Atlan
. tic Treaty: 

"ARTICLE 1 

"The Parties undertake, as set forth in the 
Charter of the United Nations, to settle any 
international disputes in which they may be 
involved by peaceful means in such a man
ner that international peace and security, 
and justice, are not endangered, and to re
frain in their international relations from 
the threat or use of force in any manner in
consistent with the purposes of the United 
Nations. 

"ARTICLE 2 

"The Parties will contribute toward the 
further development of peaceful and friendly 
international relations by strengthening 
their free institutions, by bringing about a 
better understanding of the principles upon 
which these institutions are founded, and 
by promoting conditions of stability an.d 
well-being. They will seek to eliminate con
tllct in their international economic policies 
and will encourage economic collaboration 
between any or all of them. 

"ARTICLE , 3 

"In order more effectively to achieve the. 
objectives of this Treaty, the Parties, sepa
rately and jointly, by means of continuous 
and effective self-help and mutual aid, will 
maintain and develop their individual and· 
collective capacity to resist armed attack. 

"ARTICLE 4 

"The Parties will consult together when
ever, in the opinion of any of them, the ter
ritorial integrity, political independence or 
security of any of the Parties is threatened. 

"ARTICLE 5 

"The Parties agree that an armed attack 
against one or more of them in Europe or 
North America shall be considered an attack 
against them all; and consequently they 
agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, 
each of them, in exercise of the right of in
dividual or collective .self-defense recognized 
by Article 51 of the Charter of the United 
NatiollS", will assist the Party or Parties so 
attacked by taking forthwith, individually 
and in concert with the other Parties, such 
action as it deems necessary, including the 
use of armed force, to restore and maintain 
the security of the North Atlantic area. 

"Any such armed attack and all measures 
taken as a result thereof shall immediately 
be reported to the Security Council. Such 
measures shall be terminated when the Se- · 
curity Council has taken the measures neces
sary to restore and maintain international 
peace and security. 

"ARTICLE 6 

"For the purpose of Article 5 an armed at
tack on one or more of the Parties is deemed 
to include an armed attack on the · territory 
of any of the Patties 1h Europe or North 
America, on the Algerian departments of 
France, on the occupation forces of any Party 
in Europe, on the islands under the jurisdic
tion of any Party in the North Atlantic area. 
north of the Tropfo of Cane.er or on the ves
sels or aircraft in this. area of any of the 
Patties. · ' ·· 

. "A:R'J'ICLE .7 . ' ; . 

"This Treaty does not a11ect, and shall not 
be interpreted as a11ecting, in any way the 
rights and obligations under the Charter of 
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the Parties which are members of the United 
Nations, or the primary responsibility of the 
Security Council for the maintenance of in
ternational peace and security. 

"ARTICLE 8 

"Each Party declares that none of the in
ternational engagements now in force be
tween it and any other of the Parties, or any 
third state is in conflict with the provisions 
of this Treaty, and undert.akes not to enter 
into any international engagement in con
flict with this Treaty. 

"ARTICLE 9 

"The Parties hereby establish a council, on 
which each of them shall be represented, to 
consider matters concerning the implemen
.tation of this Treaty. The council shall be 
so organized as to be able to meet promptly 
at any time. The council · shall set up such· 
subsidiary bodies as may be necessary; . in 
particular it shall establish immediately a 
defense committee which shall. recommend 
measures for the implementation of Articles 
3 and 5. 

"ARTICLE 10 

"The Parties may, by unanimous agree
ment, invite any other European state in a 
position ·to fµrther the principles of this 
Treaty and to contribute to the security of 
the North Atlantic area to accede to this 
Treaty. Any state so invited may become ~ 
party to the Treaty by depositing its instru
ment of accession with the Government of 
the United States of America. The Govern
ment of the United States of America will·in
form each of the Parties of .the deposit ·of 
each such instrument of accession. · 

"ARTICLE 11 

"This. Treaty shall be -ratified. and its pro-. 
visions carried out by the Parties in accord
ance with their respective constitutional 
processes. The instruments ·of ratification 
shall be deposited as soon as possible with the 
Government of the United States of America, 
which witl notify all the _other signatories of 
each depo~it. The Tre~ty shall enter into 
torce between the states which have ratified 
it as soon as the ratifications 'oi the major
ity of the signatories, including the ratiflca
tions of Belgium,·'Canada, France, Luxem
bourg, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom 
and the United States, have been deposited 
and shall come into effect with respect to 
other states on the date of the deposit of 
their ratifications. 

"ARTICLE 12 

"After the Treaty has been in force for ten 
years, ·or at any time thereafter, the Parties 
shall, if any of them so requests, consult to
gether for the purpose of reviewing ·the 
Treaty, having regard for the factors, then 
affecting peace and security in th J North At
lantic area, including the development of 
universal as well as regional arrangements 
under the Charter of the United Nations for 
the m aintenance of international peace and 
security. 

"ARTICLE 13 

"After the Treaty has been in force for 
twenty years, any Party may cease to be a 
party one year after its notice of denuncia
tion has been given to the Government of the 
United States of America, which will inform 
the Governments of the other Parties of tbe 
deposit of each notice of denunciation. 

"ARTICLE 14 

"This Treaty, of which the English and 
French tex.ts are equally authentic, shall be 
deposited in the archives of the Government 
.of the United States of America. Duly cer
tified copies thereof will be transmitted by 
that Government to the Governments of the 
other signatories. 

"In witness whereof, the undersig~ed 
plenipotentiaries have signed this Treaty. 

"Done at Washington, the fourth day of 
April, 1949. . 

"For the Kingdom of Belgium: 
P.H. SPAAK 
SIL VERCRUYS 

"For Canada: 
LESTER B. PEARSON 
H. H. WRONG 

"For the Kingdom of Denmark: 
GUSTAV RASMUSSEN 
HENRIK KAUFFMANN 

"For France: 
SCHUMAN 
H. BONNET 

"For Iceland: . 
BJ ARNI BENEDIKTSSON 
THOR THORS 

"For Italy: 
SFORZA 
ALBERTO TARCHIA:r{I 

"For the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg: 
Jos ·BEcH-
HUGUES LE GALLAIS 

"For the Kingdom of the Netherlands: 
STIKKER 
E. N. VAN KLEFFENS 

"For the Kingdom of Norway: 
· HALVARD M. LANGE 

WILHELM MUNTHE MORGENSTIERNE 
"For Portugal: 

JOSE CAEIRO DA MATTA 
PEDRO THEOT6NIO PEREIRA 

"For the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland: 

ERNEST BEVIN 
OLIVER FRANKS 

"For the United States of America: -
DEAN ACHESON 

"I CERTIFY THAT the foregoing ls a true 
copy of the North -Atlantic Treaty -signed-at 
Washington on April 4, 1949 in the English 
and French languages, the signed original .of 
yiliich is deposited ~n . the arc_h~ves of the 
Government of the United States of America.. 
- "IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I, DEAN ACHESON: 
Secretary of State of the United Sfates of 
America, have here-anto caused the seal of 
the Department of State to be amxed and my 
name subscribed by the Authentication Of
ttcer of the said Department, at the city of 
Washington, in t~e District of Columbia, this 
fourth day of April, 1949.. · 
. - ' . . . . "DEAN ACHESON 
- .. °[SEAL]' '"$eer~ta~'1! Of s~'!-te. 

"By M. P. CHAUVIN 
"Authentication Officer 

"Department of State." 

3. BACKGROUND OF TREATY 
The paramount desire of the American 

people is and always has been for peace and 
freedom. Since 1776, they have constantly 
striven, and sometimes fought, to maintain 
their own freedom and to further the ·devel
opment of freedom elsewhere. They have 
always sought to live in peace. with all men. 

Since 1823, when the Monroe Doctrine was 
promulgated, this Government has contrib
uted to the peace and freedom of the Amer
icas by making clear that it would regard an 
armed attack upon any part of the Americas 
as an attack upon the United States. No 
other doctrine has become more deeply im
bedded in American foreign policy. In 1947 
all the American Republics joined in signing 
the Treaty of Rio de Janeiro, which provided 
that each would regard an attack on any one 
of them as an attack upon all. 

Since World War II 

In 1945 the United States Government and 
the American people wholeheartedly ac
cepted the obligations of the Charter of the 
United Nations. In doing so they undertook 
the obligation not to use force except in con
formity with the Charter and the responsi
bility, not only of living up to that obliga
tion but o! using their influence to see that 

other powers live up to it. No government. 
has labored harder or more unceasingly to 
re·ach international understanding through 
the United Nations and to make the .United· 
Nations a more effective instrument. 

Unfortunately one great power and a small 
group of nations under its domination have 
not only refused to cooperate in the estab
lish~ent of a just and lasting peace, but have 
sought to prevent it, both within and with
out the United Nations. That power and its 
fifth columns in other countries have sought 
to prevent the establishment of su9h a peace. 
It has sought to obstruct efforts for the pro
motion of human welfare and stability in 
order to profit from human misery and hun
ger in propagating its own system and ad
vancing its own imperialistic ends. 

This threat to free ·institutions everywhere 
has c~wied f.ree nations to draw togethe1: in 
increased cooperation for both defense and 
economic recovery, a·s reflected in the Brus~. 
sels Treaty·and the Convention for European 
Economic Cooperation. The ·United States· 
Government, in giving effect 'to -the desire of 
the. American people to assist in promoting 
pea'te 'and freedom, has taken :far-reaching 
~teps .to this eµ~ __ in .tP.e ac~ t9 pr_ovide for 
assistance to Greece and Turkey and in the 
European recovery program of 1948 and 1949. 

Senate Resolution 239: The concern of the 
America:q people at the unfavorable trend 
to postwar developments led to the intro
duction into the Senate during the Eightieth 
Congress of a large number o{ . resolutions 
whic_h aspir.ed to . change the United Nations 
Charter or to chart a more effective course for 
United · States foreign policy through tlie' 
United Nations. The committee thoroughly 
canvassed the issues involved, in close· co
operation with the Department of State, and, 
on May. 19, .1948, -unanimously approved Sen
ate Resolution 239, which sought to focus 
these aspirations on the most constructive 
measures it considered practicable. 

That resolution was adopted by the Sen.: 
ate on June il, ·1948, by a vote of 64 to 4. It 
advfsed- the· President-:- - · 
"of the sense ·of the Senate that this Gov..: 
ernment, by constitutional process, should 
particularly pursue the follow-ing objectives 
within the United Nations Charter: 

"(1) Voluntary agreement to remove the 
veto from all questions invo~vi~g pacific set
tiements of international disputes and' situ
atfons, and from 'the admission. of new mem.: 
bers. 
· "(2) Progressive development of regional 
and other collective arrangements for indi
vidual and collective self-defense in ·accord
ance with the purposes, principles, and ·pro
visions of the Charter. 

"(3) Association of the United States, by 
constitutional process, with such regional 
and other collective arrangements as are 

.. based on continuous and effective self-help 
and mutual aid, and as affect its national 
security. 

"(4) Contributing to the maintenance of 
peace by making clear its determination to 
exercise the right of individual or collective 
self-defense under article 51 should any 
armed attack occur affectin·g its national 
security. · 

" ( 5) Maximum efforts to obtain agree
ments to provide the United Nations with 
armed forces as provided by the Charter, and 
to obtain agreement among member nations 

. upon universal regulation and reduction of 
armaments under adequate and dependable 
guaranty against violation. 

"(6) If necessary, after adequate effort 
toward strengthening the United Nations, re
view of the Charter at an appropriate time 
by a General Conference called under article 
109 or by the General Assembly." 

Pursuant to this advice the President in 
July authorized the Secretary of State to 
enter into exploratory conversations on the 
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security of the-North Atlantic area with rep
resentatives of the Governments of Belgium; 
Canada, . France, Luxemburg, the Nether
lands, and the United Kingdom. These con
versations resulted in October in agreement 
that the establishment by treaty of a collec
tive defense arrangement for the North At
lantic area within the framework ·of the 
United Nations Charter was desirable and 
necessary. The North Atlantic Treaty was 
accordingly negotiated and signed on April 
4:, 1949, by representatives of the seven gov
ernments which had participated in the 
initial conversations and of the Governments 
of Norway, D,enmark, Iceland, Italy, and 
Portugal. 

Executive-legislative · cooperation: The 
committee commends the close cooperation 
between the executive branch and the Sen
ate, which has characterized the develop
ment of this treaty from inception to con
clusion as an example of how important mat
ters in the field of foreign relations should 
be handled. First the committee and the 
Department of State considered together -the 
problems·-.facing the United States in -this 
field and the co\,Jrses of .action best suited to 
deal with them. · The Senate then gave the 
President its advice as to particular objec
tives- to be sought. The. executive branch 
faithfully followed the advice of the Sen
ate and, during the negotiations with the 
other governments, consulted fully with .the 
committee, which played an effective part in 
formulating the terms of the treaty. From 
the beginning the deliberations of both the 
committee and the Senate on Senate Resolu
tion 289 and the treaty have been conducted 
on a wholly nonpartisan basis. Finally, in 
order to give the American and other peo
ples the earliest possible opportunity to con-

. sider the treaty, its terms were made public 
considerably in advance of signature, as soon 
as they had been agreed upon by the negoti
ating governments. 

4. COMMITTEE HEARINGS AND ACTION 

The committee discussed with the Secre
tary of ·State the draft of the North Atl~ntic 
Treaty in two informal executive ~eeti~gs 
on Februa.r,y 18 and March 8. The treaty, 
made public on March 18, was signed in 
Washington on April 4, and was transmitted 
to the Senate on April 12. Before com .. 
mencing public hearings the committee met 
again on April 21 to consider the relation
ship of the treaty to the proposed military
assistance program. Public hearings, begin
ning on April 27, were held on 16 days
April 27-29, May 2-6, 9-13, and 16-18. Be
sides the committee members, various Sen
ators attended or participated in the cross
examination of the witnesses. The very ex
tensive and thorough hearings comprise three 
pri:p.ted volumes. . 

·The first administration witness was Secre-~ 
tary of State Dean- G. Aches~n on April 27, 
1949. The Hon. warren R. Austin, Chief~ 
United States Mission to the United Nations; 
Hon. Louis Johnson, Secretary of Defense; 
Hon. W. A. Harriman, United States special 
representative in Europe of the Economic 
Cooperation Administration; Hon. Robert A. 
Lovett, former Under Secretary of State, and 
Gen. Omar N. Bradley, Chief of Staff of the 
United States Army and representing the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, completed tb.e testi
mo~y presented for the administration by 
May 3. 

In the succeeding weeks the committee 
heard all witnesses who requested to be heard. 
Among the 90 nongovernmental witnesses 
were representatives from a number of our 
important business, labor, agricultural, 
churcb, veterans, and service groups. In ad
dition, the committee also received com
munications fro.m organizations, such as the 
American Federation of Labor, the United 
Sta,tE:s Ch~ber. of Commerce, a_nd t)le Junior. 
Chamber of Commerce, placing them on rec
ord as favoring the treaty. 

Following the conclusion of public hear
ings, the committee met in executive ses
sion on June- 2 and 6 to evaluate the evi
dence gained in committee hearings and· to 
consider the committee report. On June 6 
the committee voted unanimously (l~-0) to 
report the treaty favorably to the Senate w~th 
the recommendation that it be approved for 
ratification. 

PART II. GENERAL NATURE OF THE TREA~ 

The treaty establishes a CC?llective defense 
arrangement for the North Atlantic area 
within the framework of the United Nations 
·charter anc9ased upon the inherent right 
of individual or collective self-defense rec
ognized by article 51 of the Charter. In 
many respects it ·1s similar to and patterned 
upon the Treaty of Rio de Janeiro. 

The 12 signatories of the treaty are Bel
gium, Canada, Denmark, France, Iceland, 
Italy, Luxemburg, the Netherlands, Norway, 
Portugal, the United Kingdom, and the 
United States. 

The treaty is subject to review at any time 
after·10 years and any party may cease to be 
a party after 20 years; otherwise it is of in
definite duration. 

GENER.AL OBJECTIVES OF THE TREATY 

The primary objective of the treaty is . to 
contribute to the maintenance of peace by 
making clear the determination of the parties 
collectively to resist armed attack upon any 
of them. 

It is designated to strengthen the system of 
law based upon the purposes and principles 
of the United Nations. It should go far to 
remove any uncertainty which might mis
lead potential aggres·sors as to the determina
tion of the parties fUlly to carry out their 
ooligations under the Charter-and collectively 
to resist an armed attack. 

The security of the North Atlantic area is 
vital to the national security of the United 
States and of key importance to world peace 
and security. The peoples of the North At
lantfo area are linked together not only · by 
the interdependence of their security but 
by a common heritage and civilization and 
devotion to their free institutions, based 
upon the principles of democracy, individual 
liberty and the rule of law. It is this com
mon heritage and civilization and these free 
institutions which the signatories are deter-
mined to defend. · 

The treaty is designed to contribute toward 
the further development of peaceful and 
friendly international relations, to strengthen 
the free ins.titutions of the parties and pro
mote better understanding of the principles 
upon which they are founded, to promote 
conditions of stability and well-being, and 
to encourage economic collaboration. It 
should facilitate long-term economic recov
ery through replacing the sense of insecurity 
by one of confidence in the future. 

Although it is intended that the general 
machinery and procedures provided in the 
Charter would be utilized in cases of dis
putes between the signatories, the treaty can 
of course be used as a regional arrangement 
under the United Nations for dealing with 
such matters as are appropriate for regional 
action within the meaning of chapter VIU 
of the Charter. 

The obligations of national defense and 
advancing the welfare of its people are in
herent in any government. The obligations 
to settle international disputes by peaceful 
means and to refrain from the threat or use 
of force, expressly reaftirmecl in the treaty, 
were undertaken by this Government when 
tt ratified the United Nations Charter. 

NEW OBLIGATIONS 

The new obligations undertaken by the 
United States in the treaty are-

1. To maintain and develop, separately and 
jointly and _by means of cont~nuous and e~e~
tive self-help and mut1ial aid, the individual 

and collective capacity of the parties to re
sist armed attack (art. S); 

2. To consult whenever, in the opinion of 
any of the parties, the territorial integrity,_ 
political independence, or security of any of 
them is threatened (art. 4); . 

3. To consider an armed attack upon any 
of the parties in the_ North Atlantic area an 
attack agaiJ?.St them all (art. 5); and 

4. In the event of such an attack, to take 
forthwith, individually and in concert with 
the other partie.s, su<!h action as the United 
States deems necessary, including the use 
of armed fqrce, to restore and maintain the 
sepurity of the North Atlantic area (art. ·5). 

The treaty provides for a CO\lncil and such 
subsidiary agencies as may be necessary, in
cluding a defense committee, to assist the 
parties in giving effect io the treaty. " 

SAFEGUARDS 

The treaty in letter and in spirit is pure.; 
ly defensive. It is directed against no one; 
it is directed solely against aggression. 

The treaty expressly provides that all of 
its provisions must be carried out in ac.:. 
cordance with the resJiective constitutional 
processes of the parties. 

The provisions of the treaty are expressly 
subordinated to the purposes, principles, and 
provisions of the United NatioDS Charter. 
The provisions of the Charter, wherever ap
plicable, control every activity undertaken 
under the treaty. 

PART III. ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 

PREAMBLE 

"The Parties to this Treaty reaffirm their 
faith in the purposes and principles of the 
Charter of the United Nations and their 
desire to live in peace with all peoples and all 
governments. . / ' 

"They are determined ·to safeguard the 
freedom, common heritage, and civilization 
of their peoples, founded on the principles of 
democracy, individual liberty, and the rule 
of law. 

"They seek to promote stability and well
being in the North Atlantic area. 

"They are resolved to unite their efforts 
for .collective defense and for the preserva
tion of peace and security. 

"They therefore agree to this North At-
lantic Treaty." · 

THE PURPOSES AND SPmIT OF THE TREATY 

The preamble states clearly and simply the 
purpose, intent, and spirit of the treaty. 
The committee endorses this declaration, 
which ls formal recognition of the common 
interests, developing unity, and increasing 
interdependence of the North Atlantic com-
munity. 

It should be emphasized, however, that 
the preamble is no expression of narrow 
regionalism for the members' will to live 
in peace is "with all peoples and all gov
ernments"-the primary purpose of the 
Charter of the United Nations. Moreover, 
peace, stability, and well-being in the North 
Atlantic area are of universal advantage in · 
the cause of peace. 

While cognizant of the element-s of cm;n
mon heritage and civilization, and of mu~ 
tually acce~table principles, there is no in
tent to impose these upon other peoples. 
There is the determination, however, to safe
guard the fundaqiental and dynamic nature 
of this common heritage which includes, 
under God, the basic moral principles of 
democracy, individual liberty, and the rule 
of law. 

ARTICLE 1.-PEACEFUL SETTLEMENT OF DISPUTES 

"The Parties undertake, as set forth in the 
Charter of the United Nations, to settle any 
international disputes in which they may be . 
involved by peaceful means in such a man
ner that international peace and security 
and justice, are not endangered, and to re
frain in their international relations from 
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the threat or use of force in any manner in
consist ent with the purposes of the United 
Nations." 

In this article the members of the pact 
reaffirm the solemn obligations which they 
have accepted under the United Nations 
Charter to settle all their international dis
putes by peaceful means. The committee is 
convinced that the entire text of the treaty, 
and particularly this article, makes abun
dantly clear the will of the signatories for 
peace and their desire to threaten no one. 

Since the Charter spells out in detail the 
machinery and the procedures which are 
available for such purposes, there is no need 
to provide any new machinery or procedures 
in the treaty. 

By becoming parties to the treaty, coun
tries which are not members of the United 
Nations, such as Italy and Portugal, accept 
the obligations set forth in article 2 of the 
Charter to settle any international disputes 
in which they may be involved by peaceful 
means in such a manner that international 
peace and security and justice are not en
dangered. Article 33 and other articles of the 
Charter set forth means of settling such dis
putes which are available for nonmembers 
as well as members of the United Nations. 

ARTICLE 2.-DEVELOPMENT OF PEACEFUL AND 
FRIENDLY RELATIONS 

"The Parties will contribute toward the 
further development of peaceful and friendly 
international relations by strengthening 
their free institutions, by bringing about a 
better understanding of the principles upon 
which these institutions are founded, and by 
promoting conditions of stability and well
being. They will seek to eliminate conflict 
in their international economic policies and 
will encourage economic collaboration be
tween any or all of them." 

Article 2 is a reafilrmation of faith. It 
demonstrates the conviction of the parties 
that peace is positive and dynamic, that real 
peace is far more than the mere absence of 
war. The parties undertake to strengthen 
their free institutions, promote conditions of 
stability and well-being, and encourage eco
nomic collaboration. 

The unilateral undertaking of the parties 
to strengthen their free institutions recog
nizes that free institutions have succumbed 
in many places of the world and that .eternal 
vigilance is still the price of liberty. The 
effort to secure better understanding of the 
principles upon which these institutions are 
based is a positive appreciation of the role 
of public opinion, both among the signa
tories and throughout the world. Free na
tions must take affirmative measures to this 
end, rather than resort to censorship or iron 
curtains. The gospel of freedom can best be 
spread by example. 

The committee supports these objectives 
as desirable goals to be sought by the signa
tory parties. It believes that their progres
sive attainment will contribute to stability, 
well-being, and real peace. 

No legislative action required 
Considerable attention has been given by 

the committee to the question whether ar-· 
ticle 2, in stating these objectives, imposes 
on the United States any obligation to take 
specific legislative action. Would the ref
erences to "strengthening free institutions" 
and "eliminate conflict in their international 
economic policies," for example, mean that 
we would be obligated to enact additional 
legislation relating to civil rights, the reduc-· 
tion of tariffs, and similar matters? 

The committee is completely satisfied that 
this article involves no obligation on us to 
take any legislative action whatsoever. In 
fact, no such obligations were contemplated 
by the negotiators and no new machinery ~s 
envisaged for these purposes under the 
treaty. The article does, however, provide 
encouragement for individua~ or b~la.teral 
action or action ·through such existing agen-

cies as the United Nations, the Brussels pact, 
and the Organization of European Economic 
Cooperation. 

The committee finds no implication what
ever in article 2 that the United States could 
be called upon under the treaty to contrib
ute toward a long-term recovery program 
for Europe. 

ARTICLE 3.-SELF-HELP AND MUTUAL AID 

"In order more effectively to achieve the 
objectives of this Treaty, the Parties, sepa
rately and jointly, by means of continuous 
and effective self-help and mutual aid, will 
maintain and develop their individual and 
collective capacity to resist arme.d attack." 

Article 3 embodies in the treaty the prin
ciple of continuous and effective self-help 
and mutual aid established by Senate Reso
lution 239 as a prerequisite to United States 
association in any collective defense arrange
ment. This principle has formed the basis 
of the European recovery program. In. both 
cases the committee is convinced that the 
greater the degree of coordination achieved 
the greater will be the results at the least 
cost to each participant. The committee 
also wishes to emphasize that under this 
principle each participant must do its ut
most to help itself and its share to help the 
others. There are no free rides. A definite 
obligation is undertaken by each party to 
contribute, individually and collectively, to 
the defense of the North Atlantic area. 

A realistic assessment of the defensive ca
pacity necessary to resist armed attack will 
be a function of the organization to be es
tablished under article 9. On the basis of 
this assessment each party would determine 
for itself what it could most effectively con
tribute in the form of facilities, military 
equipment, productive capacity, manpower, 
etc. This decision would be taken in the 
light of the resources and geographical lo
cation of the individual state and with due 
regard for its economic stability. There is 
no specific obligation as to the timing, na
ture, and extent of assistance to be given 
by any party. 

Clearly the capacity of the member states 
to resist armed attack depends primarily 
upon their basic economic health. The 
committee, therefore, fully agrees with the 
view of the signatories that measures to 
increase the military strength of the parties 
must not be permitted to prevent achieve
ment of the objectives of the European recov
ery program. 

It has been suggested in some quarters 
that article 3 might be interpreted in such 
a way as to provide the basis for an arma
ments race. The committee rejects any such 
interpretation. Capacity to resist armed 
attack includes an elements, including ·eco
nomic strength, and is relative to the degree 
of danger and the strength of potential 
aggressors. If the treaty and the United 
Nations are successful in providing substan
tially increased security, it should be possible 
to have greater capacity to resist armed at
tack with smaller milltary forces. The essen
tial objective is increased security, not in
creased military strength. 

Questions have also been raised as to 
whether the United States, under article 3, 
would be obligated to assist the other parties 
to develop the capacity 'Of their overseas 
territories to resist armed attack. The ob
jective of the treaty is to maintain the 
peace and security of the North Atlantic a:r;ea. 
During the negotiations there were no sug
gestions that this article should be inter
preted as applying to any other area. The 
United States is under no obligation to assist 
the other parties in building up military 
establishments for use in their overseas ter
ritories, nor to engage in resisting armed 
attack outside the area defined in article 6. 

The committee calls attention to the fact 
that .the United States stands to gain great 
benefits from the principle ·of "continuous 

and effective self-help and mutual aid." Im
plementation of this principle will not only 
help deter aggression but will go far, in 
the event all the efforts of the parties for 
peace should fail, to assure the successful 
defense of the United States and the col
lective strength essential for victory. 

ARTICLE 4--CONSULTATION 

"The Parties will consult together when
ever, in the opinion of any of them, the 
territorial integrity, political independence 
or security of any of the Parties is threat
ened." 

In article 4 the parties undertake to con
sult whenever any party so requests on the 
basis that the territorial integrity, political 
independence, or security of any of them 
is threatened. A situation arising anywhere 
might be cause for consultation, provided 

· that it const ituted a threat to one or more 
of the parties and might involve obliga
tions under the treaty. The committee un
derlines the fact that consultation could be 
requested only when the element of threat 
is present and expresses the opinion that 
this limitation should be strictly interpreted. 

Many well-known techniques have been 
developed whereby internal disorders . or 
coups are deliberately engineered by out
side powers to further their own inte.rests. 
Accordingly, consultation might also be 
sought under article 4 in the case of an 
internal disorder where circumstances indi
cated that such disorder was being aided 
and abetted by assistance from outside the 
country affected. 

Article 4 carries no obligation other than 
that of consultation. Whether or not any 
action was taken following consultation, or 
what form such action might ·take, would 
be matters for each party to decide for it
self. It should be emphasized, however, 
that in no event is collective enforcement 
action, such as that defined in articles 41 
and 42 of the Charter, contemplated. 

Use of United Nations machinery 

Some sincere friends of the United Nations 
have expressed concern lest article 4 be im
plemented in such a way as to impair the 
usefulness of the United Nations. Clearly 
such a danger would exist if consultations 
under the pact became so frequent they 
tended to replace United Nations machinery, 
or if such consultations resulted in a 
crystallization of views in advance of United 
Nations meetings and encouraged pact mem
bers to vote as a bloc. It would be particu""' 
larly unfortunate if our Government took: 
part in exclusive consultations with Atlantic 
Pact members over situations of deep con
cern to friendly states in Asia, Africa, Latin 
America, or the Middle East. 

The committee is confident that the fram
ers of the Atlantic Pact did not intend that 
article 4 should. infringe upon the efficacy of 
United Nations machinery or in any way im
pair its usefulness. Clearly there should be 
no duplication of United Nations machinery. 
It is the opinion of the committee that con
sultation under article 4 should not be sought. 
unless the United Nations for some reason is 
prevented from dealing with the situation 
giving rise for consultation. The committee 
wishes to emphasize this view since it has 
consistently supported the United Nations as 
the cornerstone of American foreign rela
tions, and would be loath to see any action 
taken not entirely in harmony with this 
policy. 

ARTICLE 5-ACTION IN THE EVENT OF ARMED 

ATTACK 

"The Parties agree that an armed attack 
against one or more of them in Europe or 
North America shall be considered an attack 
against them all; and consequently they 
agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, · 
each of them, in exercise of the rig·ht of indi
vidual or collective self-defense recognized by_· 
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Article 51 of the Charter of the United Na
tions. ·will assist the Party or -Parties so at
tacked by taking forthwith, individually and 
in concert with the other Parties, such acti.on 
a8 if deems necessary, including the use. of 
armed force, to restore and maintain the 
security of the .North Atlantic area. 

"Any such armed attack and all measures 
taken as a result thereof shall immediately 
be reported to the Security. Council. such 
measures shall be terminated when the 
Security Council has t aken the measures 
necessary to restore and maintain inter
national peace and security." 

Article 5 is the heart of the treaty. In It 
the parties establish the principle that an 
armed attack against one or more of them 
is to be considered an attack against them 
all. In accepting this principle, the com
mittee believes that the United States is 
acting on the basis o! a realization brought 
about by its ffi!:perience in two world wars 
that an armed attack in the North Atlantic 
area is in effect an attack on itself. The 
solemn acceptance of this principle by all 
the parties should have a powerful deterring 
effect on any would-be aggressor by making 
clear to him in advance that bis at tack 
would be met by the combined resistance 
o! all the nations in the North Atlantic Pact. 

Right of self-defense 
From a legal point of view, article 5 is 

solidly based on the inherent right of self
defense recognized in article 51 of the 
United Nations Charter. Article 51 in part 
reads as follows: 

"Nothing in the · present Charter shall 
fmpair the inherent right of individual or 
collective self-defense 1f an armed attack 
occurs against a member of the United 
Nations, until the Security Council has taken 
the measures necessary to maintain inter
national peace and security." 

Obviously, the right of Individual or collec
tive self-defense does not derive from the 
Charter; rather it iS' ·an inherent right of all 
states which is expressly recognized and pre
served by article 61. 

The specific commitment undertaken by 
each party in article 5 is that in the event 
of an armed attack in the North Atlantic 
area it will "assist the party or parties so 
attacked by taking forthwith, Individually 
and In concert with the other parties, such 
action as it deems necessary, including the 
use of armed force, to restore and maintain 
the security of the North Atlantic area." 
Determination whether attack has occurred 

The committee notes that article 5 would 
come into operation only when a nation had 
committed an international crime,by launch
ing· an armed attack against a party to the 
treaty. The first question which would arise 
would be whether or not an armed attack 
had . in fact occurred. If the circumstances 
were not clear, there would presumably be 
consultation but each party "Vould have the· 
responsibllity of determining for itself the 
answer to this question of fact. 

Experience has shown that armed. attack 
is ordinarily . self-evident; there is rarely, if 
ever, any doubt as to whether it has occurred 
or by whom it was launched. In this con
nection; it should be pointed out that the 
words "armed attack" clearly do not mean 
an incident created by irresponsible groups 
or individuals, but rather an attack by one 
state upon another .. 

Obviously. purely internal disorders or 
revolutions would not be considered "armed 
attacks" within the meaning of article 5. 
However, if a revolution were aided and 
abetted by an outside power such assistance 
might possibly be considered an armed at
tack·. Each party would have to decide, in 
the light of the circumstances surrounding 
the case and the nature and extent of the 
assistance, whether in fact, an armed attack 
bad occurred and article 6 thus brought into . 
pla~· -

"Such action as it deems necessary" 

The second problem is the nature and ex..; 
tent of the action contemplated as a result 
of armed attack. The action specified is that 
deemed necessary "to restore and maintain 
the security of the North Atlantic area..'' 
The committee emphasizes that this clearly 
does not commit any of the parties to de
clare war. Depending upon the gravity of 
the attack, there a.re numerous measures 
short of the use of armed force which might 
be sUffi.cient to deal with the situation. Such 
measures could involve anything from a 
diplomatic protest to the most severe forms 
of pressure. 

In this connection, the committee calls 
particular attention t.o the phrase "such ac
tion as it deems necessary." These words 
were included in article 5 to make absolutely 
clear that each party remains free to exercise 
its honest judgment in deciding upon the 
measures it will take to help restore and 
maintain the security of the North Atlantic 
area. The freedom of decision as to what 
action each party shall take in no way re
duces the importance of the commitment 
undertaken. Action ehort of the use of armed 
force might sutiice, or total war with all our 
resources might be necessairy. Obviously 
article 5 carries with It an important and 
far-reaching commitment for the United 
States; what we may do to carry out that 
commitment, however, will depend upon our 
own independent decision In each particular 
instance reached In accordance with our 
own constitutional processes. 

· President and co.ngress. 

During the hearings substantially the fol
lowlng questions were repeatedly asked: In 
view of .the provision in article 5 that an at
tack agaim.st one shall be considered an at
tack against all, would the United States be 
obligated to react to an attack on Paris or 
Copenhagen in the same way it would react 
to an attack o:n New York City? In such an 
event does the treaty give the President the 
power to take any action, without specific 
congressional authorization, which he could 
not take in the. absence 'of the treaty? 

The answer to 'both these questions is 
0 No.'' An armed attack upon any State of the 
United States by its very naturn would re
quire the Immediate application of an. force 
necessary to repel the attack. The Constitu
tion Itself recognizes the special significance 
of such a calamity by providing that the 
United States shall protect each State against 
invasion. Similarly, the government of any 
nation party to the treaty would feel itself 
under obligation and under imminent. physi
cal need to give the highest priority to es
sential countermeasures to meet an armed 
attack upon its own homeland. 

In the event ainy party to the treaty were 
attacked ·the obligation of the United States 
Government would be to decide upon and 
take forthwith the measures it deemed neces
sary to restore and maintain the security of 
the North Atlantic area. The measures which 
would be necessary to accomplish that end 
would depend upon a. number of factors, in
cluding the location, nature, scale, and· sig
nificance of the attack. The decision as to 
what action was necessary, and the action
itself; would of course have to be taken in 
accordance with established constitutional 
procedures as the treaty in article 11 ex
pressly requires. 

Article 5 records what is a fact , namely, 
that an armed attack within the meaning of 
the treaty would in the present-day world 
constitute an attack upon the entire com
munity comprising the parties to the treaty, 
including the United States. Accordingly, 
the _President and the Congress, each within 
their sphere of a.c:;signed constitutional re- . 
s_ponsil;>Uities, would be expected to take all . 
action nec~s~ry and a.pprop:r:late to protect 
the United States against the conseque~ces . 
an,d dSoI?-ger$ o_f_; B.!l ~m~ ~t~;t c~~m,itt~ . 

against any party to the treaty. The com
mittee ·does not believe it appropriate in this 
report to undertake to define the authority 
of the President to use the armed forces. 
Nothing in the treaty, however, ~ncluding the 
provision that an attack against one shall be 
considered an attack against all, increases or 
decreases the colistitutional powers of either 
the President or the Congress or changes the 
relationship between them. 

Duration of action 
Measures may be taken under article 5 only 

when an armed attack has occurred and must 
be terminated whenever. the Security Council 
has taken· the measures necessary to restore 
and maintatn international peace and se..; 
curlty. Thus action under article 5 wlll never 
be necessary unless the Security Councll has 
been unable to meet its responslb111ties and 
must cease whenever the Security Council 
has regained control of the situation. The 
treaty, like article 51 of the Charter, provides 
insurance against a situation which the Se
curity Council is unable to control. The 
committee is convinced that the treaty, in 
making clear that an aggressor could not 
profit from such a situati~n. provides a valu
able supplement to the Charter in reducing 
the possibility that it might arise. 

ARTICLE 6-DESCRIPTlON OF NORTH ATLANTIC 
AREA 

"For the purpose of Article 5 an armed 
attack on one or more of the Parties is 
deemed to include an armed attack on the 
territory of any of the Parties in Europe cir 
North America, on the Algerian departments 
of France, on the occupation forces of any 
Party in EUrope, on the islands under the 
jurisdiction of any Party in the North At
lantic area north: of t:1e Tropic of Cancer or 
on the vessels or aircraft in this area of any 
of th~ Parties." . 

Artide 6 specifies the area within which 
an armed attack would bi-ing ~he provisions 
of article 5 into operation. Thus, the obllga
tions under article 5 are strictly limited to 
the area described. 

The word "area" ts intended to cover the 
_general region, rather than merely the North 
Atlantic Ocean in a narrow sense, and in
cludes the western part of the Mediterra
nean as well as the North Sea and most of the 
Gulf of · Mexico. Western Europe faces on 
the Atlantic even if all the nations of the 
western European community do not. 

In view of the purpose of the treaty to .de
ter armed attack, the area covered by the 
treaty was deliberately de&.cribed in general 
terms rather than defined by lines on a map~ 
The coromittee :;igrees that this general de
scription is prefei:al;>le, !or it would seem In., 
consiste~t with the spirit of the treaty to 
proVide that article 5 would come into opera
tion in the event of an attack, for example, 
upon ships or aircraft at a given point but 
not if t:t.1e atta~ .occurred a few miles away. 
If there should be any. doubt as to whether 
or not an armed attack a.S taken place with
in the area specified In the treaty, each party 
would decide f.or itself, in the light -of the 
facts surr.ou:qding the particular situatjon 
and .the significance of the attack. 

Not appli cable to overseas territories ·: · 

During the hearings the question arose as 
to whether the obligations contained in arti
cle 5 would apply .with respect to the depend
ent overseas territories of the signa~ory states, 
Since these territories are located in all parts 
of the world the problem assumes major pro
portions. The committee wishes to em
phasize the fact that article 5 would not 
apply to any of the overseas territories out
side· the North Atlantic area as described in 
art icle 6. The three Algerian departments 
of France (which constitute only a small part· 
of the total territory of .Algeria} are an ill
tegral part Of met ropolitan -France under the 
French Constitut ion and are · not overseas 
p~~iOns! .: 'l'..h~ -· only: ::,~Utly~ng te;tritories 
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co:vered are the islands in the North Atlantic 
area, Alaska, the Aleutian Islands, and the . 
islands of the Canadian Arctic. 

ARTICLE 7-PARAMOUNT AUTHORITY OF THE 
UNITED NATIONS 

"This Treaty does not affect, and shall not 
be interpreted' as affecting, in any way the 
rights and obligations under the Charter of 
the Parties which are members of the United 
Nations, or the primary responsibility of the 
Security Council for the maintenance of in
ternational peace and security." 

Lest there be any misunderstanding about 
the relative position of the treaty and the 
United Nations Charter, article 7 makes clear 
the overriding character of the Charter with 
respect to the obligations of the signatories 
who are also members of the United Nations. 
This principle is in accordance with the 
provisions of article 103 of the Charter which· 
stipulates that-

"In the event of a conflict between the 
obligations of the Members of the United 
Nations under the present Charter and their . 
obligations under any ·other international 
agreement, . their obligations under . the pres
ent Charter shall prevail." 

The provisions of the Charter thus govern, 
wherever they-may be applicable, any activi
ties undertal{en under the treaty. 

The Charter also bestows upon the Se
curity Council the primary responsibility for 
the maintenance of international peace and 
security. In the opinion of the comµi.ittee 
the treaty rightly recognizes the primary 
responsibility of the Security Council in this 
field and .makes clear the intent of the sig
natories not to compete with this r,esponsi-. 
bllity or interfere with it in any way. 

This desire not to compete with or impair 
the authority of the United Nations is ap
plicable not only to the Secur~ty Coun.cil but 
to other organs of the United Nations, which, 
the committee understands, the parties in
tend to use wherever appropriate. 

ARTICLE 8-POSsmLE CONFLICT WITH OTHER 
TREATIES 

"Each Party declares that none of the in
ternational engagements now in · force be• 
tween it and any. other of the Parties or any 
third state is in conflict with the provisions· 
of this Treaty, and undertakes not to· enter. 
into any internationaL engagement in' con
flict with this Treaty." 

Before the details of the Atlantic Pact were 
made public; considerable concern was ex
pressed le.st its terms conflict with certain 
treaties and agreements already in force. 
Both France and Great Britain, for example, 
have treaties of all1ance negotiated with the 
Soviet Union during World War II, which 
obligate the parties . to assist one another in 
the eve;it of an attack by Germany, of any 
state associated .with q.ermany in the war, 
~.nd not to conclude any alliance, or take part' 
in any coalition, directed· against · either 
party. ·The Soviet Government asserts that · 
under these treaties France and Britain could 
not become parties to the pact~ ' The com
mittee thinks it is perfectly obvious that ·the 
treaty is not an all1ance or coalition directed 
against any nation, but that it is directed 
solely against aggression. 

Article 8 is designed to make perfectly clear 
that none of the existing international en
gagements of any of the sJgnatories is in con
flict with t_he provisions of the treaty. Each 
signatory has soleiPnly declared that in fact 
there is no conflict and that, in effect, they · 
have no commitments which would prevent 
them from carrying out their obligations 
under the pact. The committee sees no rea
son why the United States Government 
should question the validity of this declara
tion by the signatories. 

Italian peace treaty . 

· The committee also examined the terms of 
the Italian peace treaty, which limit the size 
of the Italian armed forces and the ·extent 

to which rearmament will be possible. Given 
these limitations the question naturally 
arises as to whether Italy could live up to 
her obligations under article 3 of the At
lantic Pact to develop her capacity to resist. 
armed attaclt. The matter is adequately 
disposed of by the following statement sup
plied for the record by the State Department: 

"It is understood by all parties to the 
treaty that the participation of Italy in the 
North Atlantic Pact has no effect on the mil
itary provisions, or any other provisions, of 
the Italian peace treaty. Any contribution 
which Italy makes to the collective capacity 
for defense of the North Atlantic area. must 
be within the limits fixed by the military 
provisions of the Italian peace treaty." · 

ARTICLE 9--0RGANIZATION UNDER THE TREATY 

;'The Parties h ereby establish a council, on 
which each of them shall be represented, to 
consider matters concerning the implemen
tation of this Treaty. The council shall be 
so organized as to be able to meet promptly. 
at any time. The council shall set up such . 
subsidiary bodies as may be necessary; in 
particular it shall establish immediately a 
defense committee which shall recommend 
measures for the implementation of Articles 
3 and 5." 

While · some machinery is clearly neces
sary for the effective implementation of the. 
treaty, it would be inadvisable to attempt. 
to elaborate this machinery in detail in the 
treaty. On the contrary, it is preferable that 
the machinery be described only in broad 
outline in order that the specific organiza
tion may be evolved in the-light of need and 
experience. The committee urges that the 
organization set up be as simple as possible 
consistent with its function of assisting im
plementation of the treaty and that max
imum use be made of existing organizations. 

Since the council is given authority only 
"to consider matters concerning the im
ple.mentation" of the treaty, its powers are 
purely advisory with respect to governmental 
action. Its purpose is to make recommenda
tions to the governments and to assist them 
in reaching coordinated decisions. It should 
be emphasized, however, that the responsi- · 
bllity for making decisions lies in the re
spective governments rather an in the 
council. Since the council will have only 
advisory·powers, no voting procedure is need- · 
ed or contemplated. No party will have a 
veto, nor can it be coerced into taking a 
decision against its own judgment. 

The defense committee will concern itself 
primarily with making plans and recom
mendations for the implementation of ar
ticles 3 and 5, 1. e., preparation for the 
exercise of the inherent right of indiv.idual 
or cQllective self-defense. Being subordinate 
to the council, it, too; wlll have only ad-. 
visory powers. The establishment· of any 
planning or other .. agencies· under ,.the de-· 
fense committee will be a function of the 
council. 

·. ARTICLE .10-NEW MEMBERS , 

. "The .Parties . may, by unanimous agree- : 
ment, invite any othe.r European state in a 
position to further the principles of this 
Treaty and to contribute to the security of 
the North Atlantic area to accede to this· 
Treaty~ Any state so invited may become a 
party to the Treaty by depositing its instru
ment of accession with the Government of 
the United States of America. The Govern
ment of the United States of America will 
inform each of the Parties of the deposit of 
each such instrument of accession.'' 

Unanimous agreement is required to in
vite other states to join the treaty. Other 
European states in the North Atlantic area 
may in the future be considered desirable 
additions to the pact and in a position to ac·
cede to it. Since the other American Repub
lics are already signatories of the Rio Treaty 
no provision was made for their accession to 
this pact. · 

Senate action necessary on new members 
· Inasmuch as the admission of new mem

bers might radically alter our obligations· 
under the pact, the committee examined 
article 10 very carefully. The question arose 
whether any United States decision respect
ing new members would be based solely on 
Presidential action or would require Senate 
approval. Consequently, the committee was 
fully satisfied by the commitment of the 
President, delivered by the Secretary of 
State, that he wo:uld consider the admission 
of a new member to the pact as the conclu
sion of a new treaty with that member and 
would seek the advice and consent of the 
Senate to each such admission. The com
mittee considers this an obligation binding 
upon the Presidential office. 

Spai n and Germany 
The signatory countries did not invite . 

Spain to participate though it ls recognized, 
that Spain is strategically important to the 
defense of the North Atlantic area. Whether. 
Spain w,i.ll be invited to participate.at a)ater 
date will depend upon the unanimous deci-. 
s-ion of the parties. . 

So many imponderables affect the current 
position of Germany, which is still under mil
itary occupation, that in the negotiations 

· extensive consideration was. not given to the· 
inclusion of western Germany. Presumably, 
Germany will be reunited one day, but time 
is required so that the German people may 
prove their attachment to the principles of ' 
the treaty. Meanwhile, it should be noted 
that Germany receives some protection since 
the treaty covers armed attack. upon the 
occupation forces. 

ARTICLE 11--CONSTITUTIONAL PROCESSES 

"This Treaty shall be ratified and its pro
visions carried out by the Parties in accord
ance with their respective constitutional 
processes. The instruments of ratification 
shall be deposited as soon as possible with 
the Government of the . United States of. 
America, which will notify all the other .sig
natories of each deposit. The Treaty shall 
enter into force between the states which 
have ratified it as soon as the ratifications 
of the majority of the signatories, including 
the ratifications of Belgium, Canada, France, 
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, the United 
Kingdom, and the United States, have been 
deposited and shall come into effect with re
spect to other stafes on the date of the de
posit of their ratifications." 

The committee and the Senate, in Senate 
Resolution 239, attached great importance to 
assuring that any · such agreement as the 
pact would not only be ratified in· accor'dance 
with the "respective constitutional proc
esses" of the signatory nations, but also that 
all its provisions would be carried out under· 
the same constitutional safeguardS'. _ Con- ' 
stitutlonal processes for giving effect to the'· 
wm of the people are the very essence} of• 
democracy and it is only through wide pop
ular support that the treaty can be given the 
strength and vitality necessary ·to assure its 
success. 

The committee wishes to emphasize the 
fact that the protective clause "in accord-· 
ance with their respective constitutional 
processes" was placed in article 11 in order 
to leave no doubt that it applies not only to 
article 5, for example, but to every provision 
in the treaty. The safeguard ls thus all
inclusive. 

The treaty in no way affects the basic dJ
vision of authoiity between the President 
and t'he Congress as defined in the Constitu
tion. In no way does it alter the constitu
tional relationship between them. In par
ticular, it does not increase, decrease, or 
change the power of the President as Com
mander in Chief of the armed forces or im
pair the full authority of Congress to declare 
war~ 

Except for the proposed foreign military. 
assistance program, no legislation rela.t'ed to 
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ihe·treaty is presently contemplate"d or con
sidered necessary. The treaty would con
stitute legislative authorization for our share 
of tlie · expenses of the organization- con
templated in article 9, but appropriations by 
Congress would be necessary. As the United 
States representatives on the council and 
the defense committee will have no authority 
to bind the United States Government, the 
committee believes. that officials previously 
appointed with the confirmation of the Sen
ate will not require further confirmation for 
these assignments. 

Effectiveness of the democratic process 
It. has been questioned whether a treaty 

subordinating action to the constitutional 
processes of 12 democratic nations offers suf
ficient certainty and immediacy of action ef
fectively to deter aggression. The committee 
is convinced that it does. The expression of 
the will of a whole people offers far more 
certainty than any commitment by a dic
tator. The action of the democracies in the 
past great war ls concrete evidence- of their 
ability to act wi,th the necessary speed in the 
event of an emergency. 

Entry into force 
The treaty enters into force when insbu

ments of ratification have been. deposited by 
each of the seven governments which par
ticipated -in the initial negotiations-Bel
gium, Canada, France, Luxemburg, the Neth
erlands, the United Kingdom, and the United 
States. To date, Canada is the only signatory 
which has deposited its ratification, but 
parliamentary appl'Oval has been giv-en in 
Great Britain, Norway, Denmark, Belgium., 
Luxemburg, an,d Iceland. 
.ARTICLE 12-REVIEW AND AMENDMENT OF TREATY 

"A:l!ter the Treaty has been in force for ten 
years, or at any time thereafter, the Par
ties shall, if any of them so requests, consult 
together for the purpose of reviewing the 
Treaty, having regard for the factors then 
afieeting peace a:nd security in the North At
lantic area, including the development of 
universal as well as regional arrangements 
under the Charter o! the United Nations :for 
the maintenance of international peace and 
security." 

The treaty takes into account the processes 
o:r peaceful change and the need for fiexi
bility in a rapidly changing world by pro
viding that its terms may be reviewed. at any 
time after it has been in force 10 years. Of 
course, earlier review is possible by unani
mous consent. For purposes of review,. the 
signatories will take into account the fac
tors affecting peace and secm·ity in the 
North Atlaniiic area. The committee draws 
particular attention to the explicit reference 
that developments in the United Nations, in
cluding universal as well as regional arrange
ments, will figure significantly among such 
f_ac~ors. 

Apart from the general review contem
plated in article 12 the treaty makes no pro
vision f01 particu.lar amendments. If such 
amendments were advanced, they would re
quire the unanimous approval of the signa
toi:y states. In our own case the advice and 
consent of the Senate would be required. 

· The committee believes that the interests of 
the United States would be amply protected 
l?Y these safeguards. 

ARTICLE I 3-DUKATION OF TBEATY 

"After the Treaty has been in force for 
twenty years, any Party may cease- to be a 
party one year after its notice of denuncia
tion has been given to the Oo-v:ernment of 
the United States of America, which will In
form the Governments ·of the other Parties
of the deposit of each notice of de
nunciation." 
· This article provides that a!ter the treaty 

Jlae been 1n effect for 20 years any: party 
may cease to be a party 1 year after notice of 
denunciation has been given. 'I'llere- ta no 

provision for individual members, to with
draw prior to that time. 

The committee gave serious thought to the 
problems involved in the duration of the 
treaty. In view of the difficulties ol fore
casting developments in the international 
situation in the distant future, rigidity for 
too long a time clearly would be undesirable. · 
On the other hand, the committee agrees 
that the stability and confidence which are 
so eesential for the security of the North 
Atlantic area could not, adequately be estab
lished if the treaty were of short duration. 
It accepts as a desirable solution, therefore, 
the indefinit-e duration Of the treaty, with 
pro.vision for review after 10 years, and for 

· withdrawal after 20 years·. 
The treaty has been criticized in some 

quarters because it contains no provision for 
expulsion or the suspension of rights of ' a 
recalcitrant member which might fail to 
·carry out its obligations as a result, for 
example, of its succum.bing to communism. 
Given the nature of the pact and the close 
community o:r interests of the signatory 
states, the committee believes that such a 
provision would be both unnecessary and in
appropriate. Obviously, however, ff a mem
ber persistently violates the principles con
tained in the pact, the other members wilt 

·no Tonger be obIIgated to assist that mem
ber. Clearly it would fail "to safeguard the 
freedom • • "'" of its people, "founded 
on the principleS' o! democracy, individual 
liberty, and the rule of Jaw" as set forth in 
the preamble, and to strengthen its "free 
institutions" as provided in article 2. Pre
sumably it would also decnne to participate 
in "mutuaJ aid" (ar.t. 3). and might well 
violate its undertakings in article B "not to 
enter into any international engagement in 
conflict with this treaty." A country suffer
ing such a fate would be in no position either 
to carry out its own obligations under the 
treaty or to expect assistance frCDm the other 
parties. 

ARTICLE 14-AUTHENTlClTY Oli' TEXTS 

"This Treaty. of which the English and 
French texts are equally .authentic, shall be 
deposited in the archives of the Government 
of the Un~ted States of America. Duly cer
tified Copies hereof will be transmitted by 
that Government to the Gove.rnments of the 
other signatories." 

Article 14 is a formal ~ticle concerning 
the equal authenticity of the Eng_li-sJn and 
French texts- which have been found to be 
identical in meaning. Each text being 
equally a:ut:hentic, as is the case with any 
treat~ done in more than one languag.e, 
neither prevails o~er the other, and any 
differences in interpretation which might 
arise would have to be settled by negotiation. 
P.ART IV. OTHER FACTORS CONSIDERED BY THE 

COMMITTEE. 
:!". UNlTED STATES INTEREST IN OTHER Al_lEAS OF 

THE WORLD 

We have learned that the security o! the 
North j\.tlantic area ls vital to our own peace 
and safety. In accepting the obligations of 
the treaty, the-refore, we merely make clear 
that we are following a- course of action which 
we would follow without the treaty. lf we 
were to accept the same commitments on a 
world-wide basis or in areas less vital to our 
national security, we might wen run the 
danger o! "spreading ourselves too thin." 
- Suggestions have been made that the 

Unfted States enter into similar ·pacts with 
countries in the Middle East and Pacific 
areas. During the hearings members of the 
committee questioned. administration wit
nessea specifically on this point. It was 
established that the United States Govern
ment ts not currently considermg participa
tion in any other regional oi: collective de
fense arrangements. 

Ne~ertheless., both the President and the 
Secr.etacy_ of State .have. .emphasized on sev-

er·ar occasions that our · entry lrito ·c(lllective 
defense arrangements in the Western Hemis
phere and the No:rth Atlantic area should not 
be taken by anyone to mean that we do not 
have a very real interest in the maintenance 
of peace and security everywhere. The com
mittee fully concurs · in this · position. Our 
interest in peace in other areas Wt'\S clearly 
expressed when we ratified the United Na
tions Charter and has been reiterated many 
times since. The special set of circumstances 
peculiar to Europe and the Atlantic com
munity make the North Atlantic Treaty a 
logical development at this time; 

~· R.El.ATIONSHIP OF THE TREATY TO THE UNITED 
NATIONS 

As 1:ndicated throughout this report, the 
committee has given careful consideration 
to the relationship of the treaty to the United 
Nations. In view of the importance of this 
relationship, it seems desirable to review it 
here in general terms. 

The committee is convinced that the treaty 
is wholly consistent with the Charter, that 
1t wm strengthen the system o! law based on 
the purposes and principles of tlle United 
Nations, and that it will greatly assist in 
accomplishing the primary purpose o! the 
United Nations-the maintenance of inter
national peace and security. 

No duplication of United Nations machinery 
T.he treaty is clearly based. upon the in

herent right of individua-1 ·or collective de
fense against armed attack, express-ly recog
nized and preserved by article 61 of the 
Charter. It is not intended to duplicate 
in any way, either through consultation or 
actfon, the existing machinery and proce
dures established by the Charter. With re
spect to consultation, the committee has 
expressed the view in connection with article 
4 that consultation should not be held under 
the treaty unless the United Nations is for 
some reason prevented from dealing with 
the particular situation which has arisen. 
With respect to- action, the committee has 
noted that action unde-r article 5 cannot be 
unable to p:r::event an armed attack and 
taken unless the Security Council has been 
that it must cea.se whenever the Security 
Council has been able to take the measures 
necessary to restore peacf' and S"eCurity. The 
treaty specifically proVides that the provi
sions of the Charter are paramount, wher
~ver applicable, with respect to au activities 
undertaken under the treaty. 
Relationship of treaty to . chapter VIII of 

Charter 
The question has been raised as to whether 

the treaty establishes a regional srrange
men_t within the meaning o! chapter· VIII o! 
tire Charter. As stated · earlier in this re
port, the treaty is intended primarily to 
establish a collective defense arrangement 
under article 51. However, it is not neces
sary ~o define the- organization of the North 
Atlantic community as exclusively one or 
the other. The treaty need not be depart
mmtalized. Its purpose is to- assist in 
achieving the great purposes of the Ch9,fter, 
primarily the maintenance of peace. It can 
be utU-izect a:s a regional arrangement under 
chapter VIII or in any way, subject to the 
principles and all pertinent provisions of 
the Charter, which may be useful to accom
plish those purposes. 

Application of article 51 
T~e question, has alw been raised as to 

whether it was contemplated at _ San Fran
cisco that continuing. collective defense ar
rangements would be established under 
article 51 or whether tP,at article merely pro-· 
vided for · spontaneous action after an armed 
attack had occurred. _ 

Article 51, as well as articles. 52-54, were 
included in the Charter at the instance 
01' the Unite.d States and Latin-,Ameriean 
delegation.& pr.imarlly- in recognition ot the 
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Inter-American system. It was made amply 
clear during the debates at San Francisco 
that other similar arrangements were en
visaged. Furthermore, Resolution 14 ad9pted 
by the Rio Conference paid tribute to the 
United States proposal: "which later became 
article 51 of the Charter of the United Na
tions, by virtue of which it has been pos
sible to conclude the first treaty which 
develops the principle of collective self
defense." 

Obviously neither individual nor collec
tive self-defense can be exercised effectively 
unless it has been prepared in advance. It 
should be noted, however, that the treaty 
authorizes no action in advance of an armed 
attack, other than defensive preparations. 

No obligation to report defense plans 
It has also been asked whether the parties 

would be obligated by the Charter to report 
such defensive preparations to the Security 
Council. Article 51 stipulates, and the stipu
lation is expressly reaffirmed in article 5 
of the treaty, that "measures taken by mem
bers in the exercise of this right of self
defense shall be immediately reported to the 
Security Council." The right of self-defense 
is not "exercised" until an armed attack has 
occurred. Neither article 51 nor any other 
article of the Charter requires members to 
report plans for the exercise of this right. 
It- ls true that article 54 requires member 
states to report to the Security Council on 
regional activities for the maintenance of 
peace. These activities, however, are clearly 
those contemplated in articles 52 and 53. If 
such activities are undertaken under the 
treaty they would, of course, be governed by 
the provisions of those articles. Article 54 
can in no way be interpreted as applying to 
plans for collective defense under article 51. 
3. COMPARISON OF TREATY WITH OLD-FASHIONED 

MILITARY ALLIANCES 

Some confusion may have arisen in the 
public mind due to the allegations of certain 
critics that the treaty is an "old-fashioned 
military alliance" of the type which Wash
ington warned against in his farewell ad
dress. In the past, military alliances have 
varied widely in both their language and 
their intent. On the surface, at least, many 
of them were purely defensive in nature . 
The committee believes, however, that in 
actuality the present treaty is fundamentally 
dift"erent from the old-fashioned alliances 
which characterized European diplomacy 
during past centuries. 

Some of these alliances constituted auto
matic commitments to go to war in the event 
the other parties became involved. The 
Holy Alliance, for example, provided that the 
parties "will on all occasions and in all places 
lend each other aid and assistance." Some 
of them were personal agreements concluded 
between kings or emperors who were often 
related to each other. Many of them were 
kept secret and often those which were made 
public were accompanied by secret -under
standings, with aggression and national ag
grandizement in the minds of the signatories 
if not in the actual texts of the treaties. 
Most of them were limited to two or three 
parties. 
. The present treaty avoids all these unde
sirable aspects. Its entry into force and its 
execution depends upon the continuing sup
port of the people of the signatory states 
given through . their democratic constitu
tional processes. Moreover, it has been con
ceived within the framework of the United 
Nations Charter with all the solemn obliga
tions against aggressive action which that 
document imposes upon its members. Fi
nally, in both intent and language, it is 
purely defensive in nature. It comes into 
operation only against a nation which, by 
its own action, has proved itself an inter
national criminal by violating the Charter 
and attacking a party to the treaty. It con
tinues in operation only until the Security 
Council has taken the measures necessary 

to restore and maintain peace and security. 
If it can be called an alliance, it is an alliance 
only against war itself. 

4. UNITED STATES ATTITUDE TOWARD COLONIAL 
POLICIES 

Some opponents of the treaty have argued 
that its ratification by the United States 
might be construed as placing our stamp of 
approval on - the colonial policies of other 
pact members. T~e committee categorically 
denies this assumption. The two things are 
completely unrelated., In accepting the 
treaty, the United States in no way indicates 
support, approval, or disapproval of the 
colonial policies of other signatories. The 
purpose of the treaty is to maintain the peace 
and security of the North Atlantic area and 
its commitment of assistance is limited to 
cases of armed attack within that area. 
Whether the United States will in fact sup
port the colonial policies of any of the other 
signatories will depend entirely on our evalu
ation of those policies under the conditions 
then existing and not on any obligations 
assumed under the pact. 

5. RELATIONSHIP OF TREATY TO EUROPEAN 
RECOVERY 

The European recovery program ls de
signed to cure Europe's economic ills; the 
treaty is an antidote for insecurity. Ob
viously each of the programs can contribute 
much toward the success of the other. On 
the one hand, economic health is essential to 
stability and defensive strength. On the 
other hand, the treaty can do much to stim
ulate new business enterprise and increase 
production by dispelling -the fear that has 
haunted western Europe since the war. 

The committee believes it will be possible, 
with careful planning, to strengthen the mil
itary establishments of western Europe with
out retarding the progress of economic re
covery. The two programs, however, are not 
directly connected. Various nations (Aus
tria, Greece, Ireland, Sweden, Switzerland, 
Turkey, and the western zones of occupa
tion in Germany) are participants in the 
OEEC but not in the treaty, while Canada 
and · the United States are not members of 
the OEEC. 

In the event there is competition between 
the two programs for manpower and mate
rials, the committee has been assured that 
economic recovery will have first priority. 
The restoration of defense capacity will not 
be permitted to interfere with economic re
covery. No increase in the armed forces 
of the parties, above that provided for in their 
present budgets, is currently contemplated. 
Moreover, increased production of m111tary 
equipment must be undertaken within the 
existing slack of productive capacity so as not 
to interfere with production for civilian pur
poses. 

Rather than hampering recovery the 
treaty should greatly stimulate and fac111tate 
efforts for complete and long-term economic 
progress. Thus it should eventually make 
possible substantial savings for the United 
States, both in connection with the Euro
pean recovery program and our own domestic 
M111tary Establishment. 
6. THE TREATY AND THE MILITARY ASSISTANCE 

PROGRAM 

The committee did not consider in detail 
the military assistance program since legis
lation dealing with that matter has not yet 
been submitted to the Congress. It is l.lnder
stood, however, that the President will soon 
recommend legislation authorizing the trans
fer of military equipment and assistap.ce to 
the Atlantic Pact signatories. The proposed 
program will request $1,130,000,000 for mem
bers of the Atlantic Pact and approximately 
$320,000,000 for other countries, including 
Greece and Turkey, making a totalof $1,450,-
000,000 for the fiscal year 1950. 

Whether approval of the treaty by the 
United States would constitute any kind of 
commitment to support the military-assist-

ance program was discussed at considerable 
length during the hearings. Clearly the rati
fication of the treaty would commit the 
United States to the principle expressed in 
article 3, namely, to maintain and develop 
the individual and collective capacity of the 
signatories to resist armed attack "by means 
of continuous and effective self-help and 
mutual aid." It ls equally clear, however, 
that article 3 does not bind the United States 
to accept the proposed m111tary-assistance 
program or, for that matter, any particular 
kind of implementation program. It does 
bind our Government, as well as the other 
signatory governments, to the general prin
ciple of self-help and mutual aid. Each 
member of the pa~t will have to exercise its 
own honest judgment as to what steps it 
should take to give effect to this principle. 

The State Department has assured the 
committee that during the negotiations no 
commitments of any kind were made by the 
United States to furnish military assistance. 
The European negotiators were constantly 
reminded . that the implementation of ar
ticle 3 by the United States would depend 
upon congressional action. While they were 
told that the administration intended to in
troduce legislation authorizing the transfer 
of military equipment, at the same time they 
were repeatedly warned that no assurances 
whatsoever could be given as to whether or 
not, in what form or!"'. what amounts, such 
legislation would be approved. 

With these factors in mind the committee 
agrE;es that the treaty and the military-as
sistance program should be considered sep
arately by the Congress, each on its own 
merits. The committee further agrees that 
a Member of the Senate might vote for the 
treaty and still find valid rea·sons for oppos
ing the program of implementation recom
mended by the administration. During the 
J:?.earings several members of the committee 
publicly a~nounced that their support for 
the pact did not necessarily mean they were 
going to approve the milit~ry-assistance pro
gram. 
-On this point the following statement of 

Secretary Acheson, as he testified before the 
committee, is pertinent: 

"The judgment of the executive branch of 
this Government is thart the United States 
can and should provide military assistance to 
assist the other countries in the pact to main
tain their collective security. The pact does 
not bind the Congress to reach that same 
conclusion, for it does not dictate the con
clusion of honest judgment. It does pre
clude repudiation of the principle or of the 
obligation of making that honest judgment. 
Thus, if you ratify the pact, it cannot be said 
that there ls no obligation to help. There is 
an obligation to help, but the extent, the 
manner, and the timing is up to the honest 
judgment of the parties. I, therefore, ear
nestly trust that the Congress will see fit to 
enable this Government to carry out that 
aspect of its foreign policy represented by the 
proposed military-assistance program." 

7. EUROPEAN INTEGRATION 

Since 10 of the nations forming the North 
Atlantic Pact are European nations, the cum
mittee considered the possl.ble effect of the 
pact on the development of European inte
gration in the economic and political fields. 
Much practical integration has already been 
achieved through the Benelux union and the 
Brussels Pact. The European recovery pro
gram, which should insure a degree of lasting 
economic integration of the participating na
tions, and the proposed council of Europe, 
which has at its objective cooperation in the 
political field, are concrete and encouraging 
steps toward unity. 

The committee believes that the North At
lantic Pact, by providing means for coopera
tion in matters of common security and na
tional defense, creates a favorable climate for 
further steps toward progressively closer 
European integration. Moreover, cooperation 
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for common .security gives added momentum 
to the movement toward unification. · 

8. THE- TREATY AND THE (lERMAN PROBLEM 

While Germany ts not a party to iihe North 
Atlantic Treaty the impact of the treaty 
upon Germany's future will be highly im
portant. The committee believes it may 
make possible a solution of the German 
problem and a · constructive integration of 
Oerm&ny into western Europe. 

It should be kept in mind that all of the 
signatories of the pact, and particularly 
France . and the other European countries, 
have suffered deeply from German aggres
sion. All the signatory states are determined 
that Germany shall never again be permit
ted to threaten them. On the other hand, 
it is entirely possible that the German people 
may turn to the Soviet Union unless ade
quate and sincere efforts are made to pro
vide them with a decent and hopeful future 
as an integral part of free Europe. Our Eu.._ 
ropean partners. might be reluctant to ac
cept Germany 1f it were not for the addi· 
ttonal unity and security which the pact wlll 
atrord. .r -. 1 • • • • • 

The committee ·notes that there are al
ready encouraging signs. In January 1949 
the French Foreign Minister in a message to 
the German people declared that the Ger
man problem must be solved as part of the 
over-all European problem. He said: 

"Our goal is above all to integrate all the 
European states tn .an association which 
should procure for all its members ec_onomic 
rehabilitation and· political security." 

other European signatories have indicated 
simllar vie:ws. Among, the first concrete 
'benefits of the. pact were the highly satisfac
tory Anglq-Franco-United States agreements 
on Germany reached in April in Washington. 

9. WORLD OPINION 

The committee believes that this treaty 
correc~ly representfl the will of the American. 
people, and the will of the other people of the 
North Atlantic community, to work for 
peace. t;i the .. United States .it . has the sup
port of the great majority of our citizens. 
Abroad, except for the discordant note ex
pressed by the propaganda o:f the Soviet Gov
ernment, its satellttes; and -Oommunist par
ties, there is the general feeling that the 
treaty has already brought ~ew hope and. 
confidence for the future. 

Among the signatory nations the convic: 
tion is unmistakable that the pact will re
ceive the favorable verdict of history and of 
posterity. · In the Canadian Parliament rati-· 
ti.cation was voted unanimously. In the Bel
gian, Bl'.~t~sh, N9rwegia:n, ~anish, . Luxem:
burg, a:µd . Icelandic Parliaments . the . yote 
was overwhelmingly in favor of the treaty, 
wtth only the Communists in. organized op-
position. . 

The peoples of other parts of the world 
have expressed their belief that the strength
ening of the peace and security of the North 
Atlantic area wlll strengthen world peace 
and their own security. There is evidence 
that even behind the iron curtain many peo
ple find in the treaty new hope for the cause 
Of freedom everywhere. · 
PART v. CONCLusiONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. NEED FOR RATIFICATION 

Th.e committee believes that our failure 
to ratify the North Atlantic Treaty would 
hav~ disastrous consequences abroad. At 
the present time there is an encouraging 
momentum of confidence that has been 
building up in Europe during the past year 
as a direct result of our interest and assist
ance. The failure ot the political strikes in 
Prance and Communist losses in the Italian 
and French elections in 1948 and 1949, the 
recent success of the French internQ.l loan 
and the increased strength of the western 
European currencies generally, the recent 
agreements on ·Germany, and ·the success 
of the recovery · program-all these things 
refiect this growing momentum. 

The great retarding factor in the European 
situation has been the pervading sense o! 
insecurity. This sense of insecurity has been· 
lessened during the past ye~ as .a direc~ 
result of American interest in common se
curity problems as demonstrated by the pas
sage of Senate Resolution 239 and our wil
lingness to n~gotiate and sign the North 
Atlantic Treaty. The decision on the part 
of some of the European nations, such as 
Norway an<l Denmark, to participate in the 
treaty was not taken without full regard for . 
the risks inherent in . making clear their 
determination to resist aggression. 

The committee· strongly believes . that it 
would be in the best interests 'of the United 
States and indeed, the entire world;' to sus
tain and encourage the momentum of con
fidence that has been building up in Europe, 
by ratifying the treaty at an early date. 

2. SUMMARY OF REASONS COMMITl'EE URGES 
RATIFICATION 

On June 6 the committee unanimously 
agreed to report the treaty to the Senate for 
favorable action . . Its reasons for recom
mending ratification include the following: 

( 1) The treaty s~ould greatly increase the 
prospect that another war can be averted 
by making clear in advance the determina
tion of these 12 nations of the North Atlantic 
area. to throw their collective power and in
fiuence into the scales on the side of peace. 

(2) It expresses in concrete terms the will 
of the 4merican people, and the other peo
ples of the North Atlantic area, to work con
stantly to maintain peace and freedom. 

(3) Since the course of action envisaged 
in the treaty is substantially that which the 
United States would follow without the 
treaty, there is great advantage to the United 
§tates and the entire world in making clear 
our intentions in advance. 

(4) The treaty is expressly subordinated 
to the purposes, principles, and provisions or 
the Unite(i Nations Charter and is designed 
to foster those conditions of peace and sta
bility in the world which are essential if the 
United Nations is to function successfully. 

(5) It is wholly consistent with our Con
stitution and stipulates that all its provi
sions shall be carried out in accordance with 
the constitutional processes of the partici
pating countries. 

(6) The treaty is in accordance with the 
basic interests of the United States, which 
should be steadfastly served regardless of 
fluctuations in the international situation or 
our relations with any country. . 

(7) In strengthening the security of the 
No.rth .Atlantic area the treaty greatly .in
creases the national security of the United· 
States. 

(8) It ls strictly in accordance with the 
Senate's recommendation, expressed last year 
in· Senate Resolution 239, that the United 
States should associate itself .with colle.cttve 
defense arrangements and thus contribute 
to the maintenance of peace by making clear 
its determination to defend itself against any 
armed attack affecting its national security. 

(9) The treaty will greatly increase the 
determination of the North Atlantic states to 
resist aggression and their confidence that 
they can successfully do so. 

(10) It will free the minds of men in many 
nations from a haunting sense of insecurity 
and enable them to work and plan with that 
confidence in the future which is essential to 
economic recovery and progress. 

(11) By encouraging this ·feeling of confi
dence and security it should eventually make 
possible substantial savings for the Unlted 
States both in connection with the &'uropean 
recovery program and our domestic :Military 
Establishment. 

(12) The treaty is essential to the develop
ment of that degree of unity and securi~y 
among the North Atlantic states which Will 
make possible the reintegration · of Germany 
1µto western ·Euro}>tt and the Ulthnate solu
tion of the German problem. 

(13) It will greatly stimulate the efforts 
of the North Atlantic states to help them
selves and to help each other and, through 
proper coordination of these effort$, to. 
achieve maxiniuin benefits with minimum 
costs and bring far' greater strength than 
could be achieved by each acting alone ... 

(14) In the event our efforts for peace are 
underminer. and war is imposed upon us, 
the treaty assures us that 11~ other nations 
wm stahd with us to defend our freedom .. 
and our civ111zation. 

(15) The treaty is not confined to tb,e 
prevention of war but reflects the will of the 
participating nations to strengthen the 
moral and material foundations of lasting 
peace and freedom. 

In tendering this unanimous report ·on 
the North Atlantic Treaty, we do so in 
furtherance of our Nation's most precious 
heritage--shared in common with the other 
signatories-continuing faith in our de
pendence upon Almighty God and His 
guidance in the affairs of men and nations-. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, it ·is 
only because I am a member of the For
eign Relations Committee that I rise at 
this time to make a few remarks about 
the treaty. I realize that the die is cast, 
and I think everything that can possibly 
be said about the treaty .has been said. 
I do not intend to debate or discuss any 
of the subtleties con_tained or alleged to 
be contained in the language of the 
treaty. 

The United States of America has 
come to a place of world leadership. lt 
has reached that position through no de.-. 
sign of its own. It has reached· it as a 
matter of destiny . . With that leader ... 
ship and the power that goes with it. 
are concomitant duties and responsibil
ities, and yes, lia'Qilities. We owe first 
to the people of our own land, and, sec
ondly, tn the peoples of other lands the 
duty ~o do ev.erything we passibly can 
to maintain the peace. : Because I be
lieve the instrument we are considerillg 
was conceived in a desire to maintain 
the peace and because I believe it is an 
effective step for the prevention of war, 
I shall support it when· the roll is called. 

It is all very well to debate fine-spun 
points and theo,ries, and I have .not the 
slightest criticism of any brother Sena
tor who has seen fit to examine · the 
treaty, page by page, line by line, word 
by word, and comma by comma. . But, 
Mr. President, iil the· few minutes at my 
disposal I propose µot to talk in those 
terms. I propose rather to discuss the 
events which brought about the treaty, 
and to state why I think it will be a 
deterrent to a third and final world war: 
Moreover, I shall undertake to mention 
a few items which I think must ·also be 
attended to in the very near future in 
the conduct of ow· foreign policy. 

It is a known fact that at the end of 
the war the United States of America 
had the greatest military striking force 
the world had ever known. 

We dismantled that force, tore it apa_rt, 
brought our boys home, and turned, we 
hoped, into the paths of peace. Un":" 
fortunately for us, and through no fault 
of our own, it slowly became apparent 
that our hopes were to be frustrated and 
that the dove ·of peaGe was not . to rest 
on the breast of the world, but that we 
were to be bedeviled and tormented in 
our efforts to bring reconstruction to this · 
war-weary and war-worn world. 
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Mr. President, it would seem to -be un

necessary to rehearse-the events of late 
1945, or 1946, 1947, and 1948. It was 
finally borne in upon us that the Soviet 
Union meant what it said and said what 
it meant. We finally began to under
stand, when they matched their actions 
with the philosophy they had expounded 
to world for 25 years, that unless we took 
steps to check that aggression, this Na
tion and the whole western civilization 
were in dire peril. 

So, Mr. President, although we were 
called imperialists, although we were lied 
about in flS vicious a campaign as ever 
emanated from any world capital, al
though our motives were misinterpreted 

. to the world, we have proceeded to write 
a record of generosity, a record of fair 

. treatment and decency, of which ever.y 
American · citizen can well · be proud. 
Yes, even his children and his children's 
children will find in the pages of history 
which we have written -in the past few 
years events which will ever shine as -a 

-landmark and as a hallmark of fair play 
and decency in international relations. 

We have given of our largess; we have 
given of our charity; we have done our 
best; but at every point, geographically, 
and at-every point, ideologically, we have 
been met by an obstinate, obstructionist, 

. and determined power which did its best 
to frustrate our efforts :ind destroy our 

. line of ·approach. -We watched nation 
-after . nation fall under -the sway of the 
, Soviet Union. · .We . watched liberty dis.
-appear in Poland, -in Czechoslovakia, iri 
-Rumania, -in ,HungaTy-, in .that rpart of 
-Austiria· which Russia controlled,' and 'in 
- all-the other sad countries which are now 
. existing · behind . the so-caUed· iron -cur
tain. 

Finally, Mr.-· President, we engaged in 
- · the economic recenstructi'on , of-·Europe 
· under the so-called Ma-rshall plan. , I am 
_fully aware· that· that was not an -act of 
. pure unselfi.s-hness; .. because if there is one 
· thing we know-today ·it is that we cannot 
. live alone, and we ·know that -the great 
problem of modern civilization, ·as-it has 

. existed and as it has developed ·in Amer
ica, ·is the maintenance · of the k-ind of 
·standa-rd of living ·We have heFe in the 
. midst of a wrecked and· ruined ·world. 
· The Marshall-plan program· has had its 
. successes and its disa;ppointmentS'", but-no 
one can deny that but for it, all the rest 

. of Europe that had not-fallen under the 

. heel of the Soviet Union would have dis

. appeared into the black abyss and we 
would probably -today be facing-· an At
lantic war, with our backs -to the wall, 

-instead of considering this treaty. That 
plan gave us time, of which we have 
made, in my opinion, some use-perhaps 
not enough, but there is still time to do 
more. . 

Mr. President, one of the Senators, in 
commenting on the treaty, suggested 
that we face realities. If ever a people 
faced a reality in the history of the world, 
we face reality when we combine with 
our friends and say to this potential foe, 
"If you strike, -you will find us united 
against you." 

Yes, Mr. President; we face the reali
ties which I-have just attempted briefly 
to mention. We face the reality of Rus
sian expansion~ - We face the real-

ity of Russian ideology. We face the 
kind of philosophy which was enunciated 
by ·Lenin and which has been repeated 
by every Russian leader from that day 
down to this, to the effect that capital
ism and communism cannot live in the 
same world, and that communism will 
triumph. 

Mr. President, much has been said-re
garding our moral obligations arising un
der this treaty. We have a moral obli
gation to our own people to defend them. 
This instrument is certainly a potent 
means of defense. When it comes to ex
actly wfl.at kind of aid we shall extend to 
our allies, there certainly is room for 
permissible difference of opinion. I can 
conceive of Senators arguing that no 
arms should be furnished to Europe, but 

-that they should -be piled .-up at home . 
That . is an argument with, which I do 
not personally agree, but . · nevertheless, 

. I think it is permissible.. We do, how
ever, have a moral obligation, as I see it, 

, under this treaty, to make, it work, and 
. if we do not intend to assume the moral 
duty to make this treaty work, then, of 
course, it is foolhardy to enter into it. 
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and our entreaties that armament reduc
tions should come about. 

There can be no question. that the 
final adoption of this pact and the mili
tary implementation of it to whatever 
extent may be suggested, will in and of 
itself prevent the outbreak of another 
war. It has long been my conviction 
that the war cannot be prevented so iong 
as this arms race continues unabated arid 
unchecked. 

I should like to see, as the Senator from 
Michigan would, the Pr·esident of the 
United States address the world upon 
this pact and what it means, and upon 
our renewed desire for a reduction of 
armaments. There is one very · great 

· impediment to the effectiveness of such 
· a plea, for unfortunately, because of the 
iron curtain, it cannot be heard· by the 

· only people who need to ·be convinced of 
our sincerity. It has long been my feel
ing that conferences of an international 
character are bound to be useless so long 

, as the iron curtain persists. Unless it 
can be cleared,· and unless the Russian 

· people can be talked to and convinced, 
in my opinion, there can be no hope for 
permanent peace. 

I should like to see the United States 
I was interested- in the ,statement of 

the senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. ·TAFT] 
·when he suggested, in his recent speech, develop a program which . I would· term 
.that we were facing an armaments race. "operation freedom." This Nation 
We are not. facing an armaments race; -whose ·economy has ·been ,built upon the 
.we . a:r:e in an armaments .race: Cer- - ·. art of advertising its industry, -this Na
,tai-nly our own military budget,-to the ex- · tion, which has brought· itself to the 
.tent of $16,000,000,000, our. own efforts , highest standards of -1iving1 in the world 
.in the manufacture of weapons .- of mass... , by· mass production, ·it seems ·to me has 
.destruction, constitute our part of an -the · greatest bill of ·goods· in the- ·world 
.ar-ms race; .. But it is an-arms r-~ce-which: .. to -sell. .. We,can ·offerthem-freedom"and · 
. is being ren-gaged in -by the-. Soviet· Union , explain· it; _and tell· Ure peop1e~what· we 
certainlY- to an equal.extent. . . ·mean, and ·if we ·can get that messag:e 
- - ·The war· games in ,1\4-oseow a.few ·days ;·bchfod · the --iron' curtain, ~ tli-enramLthen · 
ago demonstrated some new type -jet _ · only can·we hop·eto have a change' in the 

, planes which I understand, according to -Soviet ·policy. , · 
.the _press;- our . militar.y obsetvers were . · ,Mr;··Presrdenk I ;think iif' ' we can ·be 
surprised to. see.. about this business,- if we' can work· even 

, It is ·not facing reality to say that -we rmore ·intelligently r and -· assiduously• for · 
,face an arms. race .and .d-o .noti recognize- ;'a rfree and ·united <Europe, ·ifi we-._-c-an ·g-e 
.that· we--. are in it. It . is ·.an arms · race , bef-Ore the-Uni.tOO'Nations and pro~tb 
. whtcl) ·we have done· everything possible- . that organization-that· it: establish• radiO -
.to avoid·, because, although it probably stations in every country· se ·as· to reach . 
, has not been emphasized. as.. much. as it , the whole world, and let Russia . turn 
: could have been, we took .the initial..step . that · pnl>position ·, down; we can - bring 
to· attempt to remove, from i the,_arm~-· ,home to the peopl'e ··of th'e :earth more -

·ments ·of -nations. what . is pl!obably ~the . ·-vividly· than ·i:n · any ·other ·mam1er· the -
.conclusive-weapon of war. We have~ur- ' fact that~ we are not unafraid of the 
sq.ed· that idea:l wi-th ··determinatton·· and 'truth." ffwe can do"some·of'these things 
vigor. - We have ·persuaded ·the·· peoples upon the basis of the security which I 
-of- the earth, the Sov·iets· netwithstand- ·believe this pact offers us; in the 'few 
ing, to ·approve- that proposal. · Only years before this armament race will 
Russia at this moment dissents from that come to a head, then in my opinion-there 
proposal. will be a real· hope of avoiding world 

Mr. President, the senior Senator from 1 war III. 
Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] in his mem- Mr. President, this pact, as I see it, is 
arable and notable address, called at- the foundation stone upon which will be 
teniion to the fact that the text of his built in the minds of our own people and 
resolution did more than prepare the in the minds of the people of western 
way for the making of this treaty. He Europe a feeling of security, and upon 
also called for maximum efforts to ob- which there can be .erected a sound edi
tain agreements among member nations ftce for peace. If we were to deny this 
on universal regulation and reduction of pact at this time-which, of course, will 
armaments under adequate and de- not be done; -it is inconceivable that such 
pendable guaranty against violation. a thing should ·occur-we -would plunge . 

Then, as I understood the senior Sen- into the abyss of despair and destruc
ator from Michigan, he suggested that tion not only western Europe, but our
it might be an appropriate thing for selves as well. 
the President ofthe United States to ad- We are dea-ling with the most unortho-

~ dress . the whole world, upon the com- dox situation the world has ever known, 
pletion of this pact, and call attention to and we must do some unorthodox things 
the fact that we renewed again our ·Plea if we are-going to meet the challenge, It 
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is only by the kind of statesmanlike, in- dress to the Senator, since article 3 con
telligent, forward-looking policy· this tains an obligation on the parties, oy 
pact represents that we can hope for a means of continuous and effective self
perpetuation of our ideals, our freedom, help and mutual aid, to maintain and 
and our country. develop their individua1 and collective 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will capacity to resist armed attack, that lt 
the Senator yield for a question? becomes of great importance to know, 

Mr. McMAHON. · I yield. and to know at this time, whether it is 
Mr. WHERRY. Does the Senator feel deemed likely that any prospective ene

that if military aid is extended to the sig- my will already have discovered the 
natory nations by this treaty, it might secret of the atomic bomb, or will here
include the sharing of the atomic-bomb after discover it. If it is deemed neces
secret, or the know-how of what goes sary by the Senator that the other. na
with it? I am asking that in all tions, our associates, shall maintain and 
sincerity. develop their capacity· to resist armed at-

Mr. McMAHON. I understand that. tack, it is necessary, in my opinion, to 
It would seem to me that the pact which know whether or not ·we are going to 
we are debating at the · present time have to disclose to our cosignatories the 
stands in and of itself. When the mlli- atomic-bomb secret. 
tary-assistance proposa.l comes to us . I I ask the Senator from Connecticut 
think it will be more appropriate for the whether he agrees with me that, if it 
Senator, or any other Senat.or. to inquire seems likely that a prospective enemy 
into the exact nature of the aid which we · has eithe'r already discov-ered the atomic
intend to give. At the present time, be- bomb secret or is about to discover it, in 
cause of the fact that we are engaged, in order that our cosignatories may have 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, the capacity to resist armed attack by 
in the discussion of our international re- atomic bomb, they lik-ewise must be 
Iationships with two of our allies with vested, either with the bomb itself or the 
regard to this subject, I do not feel .I · secret of the bomb, or both? 
care to pursue the matter any further. Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, ac-

Mr. WHERRY. I deeply regret that cepting the Senator's hypothesis merely 
the Senator feels that an answer should for the: purpose of answering his ques
not be made at this time. I am not go- _ tion, I wm say to the Senator from Mis
ing to press him further, · except to say souri that I have indicated that the car
that there are some who are confused as rying out of the mutual-aid and self-help 
to whether or not the pact does imply provision is a matter of agreement be
implementation. If it does, that is. one tween the parties. ·It is entirely con
thing; if it does not, that is another. ceivable that all naval functions in a 
If the two are entirely separate, I sup- certain area woulq be assigned to one 
pase the question does not have to be power; that all air operations in another 
answered at this moment, but if it area would be assigned to another power. 
should involve military aid-which was There is nothing, as I see it, in this pact 
the point I wanted to make, and we give or treaty ·which imposes any obligation 
military aid under article 9 as it is pre- on the part of the United States to take 
sented, .would that involve sharing any- any specific . pieces of armament, air
thing we have, either the atomic bomb, planes, tanks, submarines, atomic bombs, 
or the secrets, or the know-how, and all or what have you, and put them at the 
that goes with it? It seems to me that disposal of the treaty nations. That is 
question is not untimely, it would help a matter for negotiation between the 
me considerably if I could get the reac- parties at the time of the implementa
tions of the Senator to that question. tion of the treaty, and that implementa-

Mr. McMAHON. I shall stand on the tion, as I understand, cannot come 
answer I niade regarding the exact na- about without the consent, in fact, the 
ture of the military aid which may be approval, of the Congr-ess. 
given to implement the pact. The pro- Mr. DONNELL. I thank the Senator 
posal for military aid will come before for his statement. I ask him this ques
the Congress of the United States, and tion: Does he not recall that article 3 
at that time the character, the amount, obligates the parties separately and 
the extent of the aid will undoubtedly jointly not only to maintain and develop 
be divulged to the Congress, and be giv_- their collective capacity to resist armed 
en to the Congress to pass upon. So I attack but to maintain and develop their 
would say to the Senator from Nebrasl{a individual capacity to resist armed 
that as to whether there should be 20,000 attack? Would not that necessarily 
tanks, or 50,000 pistols; for example, I mean that if a prospective enemy should 
believe those matters are not part of the discover the secret of the atomic bomb, 
consideration of this treaty. in order that one of our cosignatiories 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President- might maintain and develop its indi-
The PRESIDING OFFlCER <Mr. GRA- vidual capacity to resist armed attack, 

HAM in the chair). Does the Senator it must have control of the atomic bomb 
from Connecticut yield to the Senator likewise? 
from Missouri? Mr. McMAHON. Conceivably, I will 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield. say to the Senator, the signatories to the 
Mr. DONNELL. I assure the Senator treaty could best be defended in that 

I shall not press him for any answer event by a concentration of that par
which he does not deem proper to make, ticular weapon within the continental 
and he has only to say that in respanse area of the United States. I am not 
to the question, and I shall not press the . passing upon that question at this time. 
question. I merely say that to illustrate that there 

It appears to me, however, if I may is no binding compulsion within this pact 
say so in framing the questions to aq- as to exactly what kind of military as-

sistance shall or shall not be given by 
the United States to any other country. 

Mr. DONNELL. I thank the' Senatoi'. 
Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, I rise fdr 

the purpose of announcing very briefly 
that I lntend to support ratification .of 
the North Atlantic Defense Pact when 
the vote is taken tomorrow. 

Th'e abundant reasons · already ad
vanced for ratification by the many dis
tinguished Senators who ·preceded rile ·fo 
this debate leave little to be desired fa 
the way of added explanations. There
fore I shall detain the Senate only a very 
few minutes with my comments. 

Since I do not consider myself a spe
cialist iri the field of international rela
tions, my reasons for favoring this treaty 
stem from my own personal observations 
and study of the matter, in light of the 
conditions in Europe which have devel
oped, particularly since the end of the 
recent war. ~ 

The -North Atlantic Alliance was born 
out of the realization that unless free
dom-Joving nations unite for common 
security they will be overwhelmed by the 
Red tide of communism. One need only 
review the events which have taken place 
since the close of the war to see how this 
atheistic philosophy has already succeed
ed in advancing across Europe and Asia, 
entrenching itself at the expense of waf
weary, destitute peoples. 

Somewhere before it is too late demo
cratic people must make a stand. I 
believe the North Atlantic defense 
treaty gives us that opPortunity. But 
let me also say that in making that 
stand it does not, to my way of thinking, 
mean that once again we will necessarily 
be forced to take up arms. The soli
darity of the North Atlantic nations wiil, 
I feel certain, act as a deterrent · to 
aggression. We must keep in mind that 
the aggressive attitude of the SoViet 
Government, both politically and mili
tarily, is just as much a menace to our 
way of life as it is to that <1f France or 
Norway or Luxemburg. Europe's strug
gle against communism is our struggle. 
The idealistic theory of isolation on the 
part of the United States is obsolete. 

There is no other course for western 
Europe's free nations except to seek col
lective security through some form ef 
unified alliance. We should not hesi
tate to join in this agreement for our 
common defense. Europe is still suffer
ing from an attitude of defeatism. Its 
economy is deficient. Without our gen
erous assistance its plight would be des
perate. We have already seen how much 
Marshall-plan aid and our program of 
assistance to Greece and Turkey have 
done to promote European recovery. 
But it is not enough. A great section of 
eastern Europe lies helpless under the 
hand of the Kremlin. Germany, divided 
and restless, poses another great prob
lem. The strong hand of the United 
States is needed to reinforce those re
mainiitg nations·seeking to stand against 
a totalitarianism which attempts to dis
rupt recovery arid promote disunity for 
its own insidious gain. 

Mr. President, I deplore the awfulness 
of war just as much as anyone. Along 
with many others, I have served in om· 
armed f Orces during both of the recent 



/ 

1949 .CONGRESSIONAL "RECORD-SENATE 9827 
conflicts, and have marched over Europe 
as a liberator for oppressed peoples. The 
horror and tragedy of war is humanity's 
greatest scourge. Certainly it is forever 
·incumbent upon us to work: for true 
peace. We must realize that the world 
cannot be controlled by force. Rather 
its organization must be founded on the 
free exchange of ideas. Freedom is a 
precious and undisputable right, but 
sometimes its possession is gained only at 
great cost. 

Surely we and many other nations 
have earnestly sought friendly associa
tion with Soviet Russia through the 
United Nations. But though the efforts 
of this organization have borne fruit, 
yet it appears obvious that the United 
Nations, at present anyway, ·is not 
capable of maintaining international co
operation among nations. 

In my own State, a small number of 
peop!e have expressed concern to me 
about the fact that this treaty repre
sents a radical departure from our earlier 
foreign policies, in that it takes us into 
a military alliance for the first time in 
our history during peacetime. In reply 
I have stated that for all practical pur
poses we are already in Europe and have 
been for a number of years. We have, 

~as I indicated, spent billions of dollars 
on recovery there. Our occupation 
armies are there and will probably so 
remain indefinitely. So, in effect, this 
allegiance or pledge of cooperation we 
are considering does not create anything 
really new or radically different. Rather 

,it consolidates the association of the 
United States with that of other Euro
pean nations in the cause of peace. 

The treaty viewed geographically takes 
in the North Atlantic area and its ap
proaches. Certainly the North Atlantic 
is a vital sea fane bearing on the security 
of this Nation. One can logically rea
son, then, that the existence of friendly 
nations at the European side of the At
lantic means a vast extension of our 
outer defense system. 

I believe, Mr. President-and I feel 
certain that the majority of the Ameri
can people do also--that communism 
must be contained. We cannot allow its 
further expansion in Europe against 
helpless individual nations. 

If the treaty involves a calculated risk 
of war, as some believe, it also at the 
same time involves a calculated· bid for 
real peace. 

The propc;ments of communism must 
be brought to the sharp realization that 
already they have transgressed too far 
on human rights. It is up to us to see 
that the tide of freedom can continue 
to flow in Europe and perhaps extend 
behind the iron curtain where the dig
nity of the individual has long since been 
a thing of the past. 

.In conclusion, Mr. President, I should 
like to say only that I hope that the 
Senate will ratify this treaty by the 
greatest possible margin of votes, so as 
to leave no doubt in the minds of any
one of our intentions i·egarding the 
future well-being of western Europe. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, my un
derstanding was that there was another 
speaker or two, but they are not in the 
room. 

XCV--619 

I should like to ask the distinguished 
acting majority leader [Mr. CONNALLY] 
13. question. . I · do not wish to disturb the 
unanimous-consent agreement which is 
in effect. However, we find ourselves in 
this situation: The Committee of the 
Whole will rise at 2 o'clock tomorrow 
afternoon to report the treaty t9 the Sen
ate. The time between 12 and 2 is divided 
between proponents and opponents of 
the treaty, in the final debate on that 
subject. 

After the Committee of the Whole rises, 
the time between 2 and 5 is to be allotted 
to Senators who have offered amend
ments or reserv.ations to the resolution 
of ratification. Five or six such amend
ments have been submitted. With re
spect to each such amendment, there 
will be a limitation of 10 minutes for 
the proponent of an amendment and 10 
minutes for the chairman of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations in opposition. 
I am quite satisfied that if we figure 100 
minutes for five reservations, for ex
ample, we shall have an hour and 20 
minutes which will not be used. 

I do not wish to ask unanimous consent 
to disturb the present unanimous-con
sent order. I should like to have 30 min
utes to present a reservation. I have 
taken the question up with the distin
guished chairman of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee. To my mind there are 
only two ways in which I could be allowed 
the time I desire. First, if I could have 
30 minutes of the 1 hour which is within 
the control of the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. DONNELL] under the allotment of 
the time between 12 and 2, I should be 
glad to avail myself of that time. I dis
cussed the question with the distin
guished Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
DONNELL], and I think he is of the opin
ion that inasmuch as I intend to speak 
on a reservation, it does not properly 
come within the time allotted to Sena
tors who wish to oppose the treaty itself. 

I talked with the distinguished Sena
tor from Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG]. 
I understand from him that he is to speak 
in the time of the proponents, during the 
period between 12 and 2 o'clock. I think 
he intends to speak on a reservation. 
Am I correct in that statement? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 
the Senator is almost correct. I intend 
to speak on the general subject of reser
vations. 

Mr. WHERRY. That being true, if the 
Senator from Missouri, knowing that 
fact, would grant me 30 minutes, I would 
make no further request. If he feels that 
he cannot, I should like to hear from him. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 
Mr. DONNELL . . I hold in my hand the 

unanimous consent agreement, which, 
ref erring to the period between the hours 
of 12 and 2, says this: 

That between the hours of 12 o'clock and 
2 o'clock the time shall be equally divided 
between the proponents and the opponents 
of the treaty itself, to be controlled by . the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY] and the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. DONNELL]. 

My view is that the portion of that 
time at my disposal, namely, a period of 
1 hour, is to be given ·to opponents of the 
treaty. I do not think I could consent 

that a Senator not speaking in opposition 
to the treaty itself could avail himself 
of that time. The Senator from Michi
gan, who has just spoken, is undoubtedly 
a proponent of the treaty, and may very 
well speak on reservations, or use his own 
judgment. But I think I would have to 
be assured by any Senator to whom I 
assigned time that he is an opponent of 
the treaty. 

Mr. WHERRY. I see the point. I will 
not press the request further. 

I have also consulted with the distin
guished chairman of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee,-and I understand that 
he is not averse to the Senate taking a 
recess until 11: 30 o'clock tomorrow. If 
that were done, the Senator from Ne
braska could be recognized for 30 min
utes at that time. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. -President, I 
think it would be better for the Senator 
to be recognized now, and then we could 
take a recess until tomorrow. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, if there 
is no objection, I suggest that the Senate 
take a recess until 11: 30 o'clock tomor
row, and that when the Senate recon
venes the occupant of the chair recog
nize the junior Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I had 
understood the Senator from Texas to 
suggest that the Senator obtain recogni
tion this afternoon. 

Mr. WHERRY. I am already recog
nized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
GRAHAM in the chair). The Senator 
from Nebraska has been recognized. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Nebraska repeat 
his request? 

Mr. WHERRY. I ask unanimous con
sent that the Senate take a recess until 
11: 30 o'clock a. m. tomorrow, and that 
when the Senate reconvenes at 11: 30 the 
occupant of the chair recognize the jun
ior Senator from Nebraska for 30 · 
minutes. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The only ques
tion is whether or not the 30 minutes 
should be added to the time consumed 
by a possible quorum call, in which case 
the 30 minutes would impinge on the 
time of other Senators. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Nebraska? 

Mr. v ANDENBERG. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, I suggest 
that the Senator from Nebraska put his 
request in a slightly different form, 
namely, that he be recognized until 12 
o'clock. 

Mr. WHERRY. In that event many 
things might happen. I might not be 
able to get 30 minutes. If 11: 30 is not 
early enough, I shall be glad to amend 
the request to 11: 15, and do exactly as 
the Senator suggests. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Does not the 
Senator see the point I am making? 

Mr. WHERRY. ·Yes. It is a good 
point. I should like to have 30 minutes 
if I can get it. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 
Mr. DONNELL. After hearing the 

Senator from Michigan, in view of the 
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fact that there might well be a quorum 
call, and possibly half the time would 
be involved, it seems to me that 11: 15 
would be the logical time for the Senate 
to meet tomorrow. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President,i I 
amend the request. I ask unanimous 
consent that when the Senate takes a 
recess tonight, it takes a recess to re
convene at 11: 15 o'clock a. m. tomor
row, and that at the time the junior Sen
ator from Nebraska be recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Nebraska will then have the 
fioor, and may do as ·he pleases. 

Mr. WHERRY. I sqall have the floor, 
and I can yield for a quorum call if I 
care to do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Nebraska? If not, it stands ap
proved. 

RECESS 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate .take a recess, in accord
ance with the order just entered. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 8 
o'clock and 27 minutes p. m.> the Sen
ate took a recess, the recess being under 
the order previously entered, until to
morrow, Thursday, July 21, 1949, at 
11:15 a. m. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by the 
Senate on July 19 (legislative day of June 
2), 1949, and referred to the Committee. 
on Armed Services today: 

IN THE ARMY 

The following-named officers for promo
tion in the Regular Army of the United States, 
under the 'provisions of section 107 of the 
Army-Navy Nurses Act of 1947: 

To be captains, Army Nurse Corps 
Ruth Agnew, N914. 
Catherine Barbara Bean, N1378. 
Florence M. Christman, N1098. 
Mildred 0. Conin, N748. 
Patricia L. Crocker, Nl386. 
Helen Elizabeth Cundiff, N1670. 
Dorothy M. Cunningham, N1390. 
Elsie F. Easterling, N1093. 
Margaret Catherine Failey, N747. 
Margaret Cecelia Flynn, Nl382. 

'Helen Marie Hays, N750. 
Bernice Isabel Heath, N1385. 
Maralee Ruth Hodgson, Nl380. 
Betty Jane Hughes, N1583. 
Mary P. Kent, Nl671. 
Ruth A. Kruger, Nl387. 
Marietta Levy, N1384. 
Alice M. Linhares, N912. 
Etta Mildred Lowe, Nl379. 
Gertrude I. Mahn, N752. 
Mamie Sue May, Nl097. 
Irene Ethel Miller, Nl581. 
Ruth Theodora Mills, Nl580. 
Mary Cecelia Murphy, N908. 
Anne Loretta Nodziak, Nl582. 
Mary Patricia Reilly, N913. 
Rosalie M. Requist, Nl672. 
Lucille D. Russell, N911. 
Rosemary Slavin, N751. 
Maude Morrin Smith, N1096. 
Catherine Curtis Stein, N1099. 
Margaret Ruth Stonaker, Nl091. 
Isabelle Alma Tarutis, Nl090. 
Ruth Elizabeth Tucker, N1381. 
Mary E.'llzabeth Vaughan, N1669. 

To be captains, Women'" Medical Speolaitst 
Corps 

l!;,dyth Hildegard Emerson, Rl004'1. 
Evelyn Folmar, R1()079. 
Catherine S. Hooper, JIJ. 

CONFIRMATION 

Executive nomination confirmed by the 
Senate July 20 (legislative day of June 2) 
1949. ' 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Edward Mount Webster to be a member of 
the Federal Communications Commission for 
a term of 7 years from July 1, 1949. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
VVEDNESDAY,JULY20, 1949 

The House met at 10 o'clock a. m. 
The Acting Chaplain, Rev. Jacob S. 

Payton, D. D., offered the fallowing 
prayer: 

Eternal God, in whom is our suffi
ciency, we turn to Thee. Within these 
walls may the honor of America be kept 
bright this day. Within our hearts may 
a place be set apart for things worthy of 
reverence---truth and beauty, loyalty and 
heroism, faith and sacrifice. Within the 
scope of our :Purpos~s may.there be room 
only for qualities that bear the hallmark 
of character. Suffer us never to forget, 
0 Lord, that with Thee evaluation of 
service rests upon the degree to which we 
identify ourselves with causes that bless 
and redeem mankind. May Members of 
this body dedicate themselves to the es
tablishment of righteousness throughout 
the land. In Thy name we pray. Amen. 

The Journal of the· proceedings of yes
terday was read and approved. 

NAVAJO AND HOPI TRIBES OF INDIANS 

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill (S. 1407) to pro
mote the rehabilitation of the Navajo 
and Hopi Tribes of Indians and the bet
ter utilization of the resources of the 
Navajo and Hopi Indian Reservations, 
·and for other purposes, with House 
amendments thereto, insist on the House 
amendments, and agree to a conference 
with the Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAK;ER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Flor
ida? · [After a pause.] The Chair hears 
none and appoints the following con
ferees: Messrs. MORRIS, MURDOCK, WHITE . 
of Idaho, D'EWART,' and LEMKE. 

COMMITI'EE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on the Judiciary may have permission to 
sit during general debate today. 

The SPEAKER. ·Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee? . 

There was no objection. 
COMMITI'EE ON EXPE~DITURES IN THE 

EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Expenditures in the Executive Depart
ments may have permission to sit during 
general debate today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten
nessee? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserv1J;1g the i1ght to object, 
one of the members of that committee 

has informed me that he is very anxious 
to hear the debate on the agricultural 
bill and he · hoped his own committee 
would not be in session; therefore I 
would feel constrained to object in ac
cordance with his request, if the gentle
man persists. 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw the request. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH, SCIENCE, 
AND COMMERCE 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Health, Science, and Com
merce niay have permission to sit during 
general debate today. 
· The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the i::equest of the gentleman from Ten
nessee? 

There was no objection. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr: ~LUMLEY asked and was given 
perm1ss1on to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD a~d include a speech made by 
Sam~el B. Pettengill notwithstanding 
.that 1t exceeded two pages of the RECORD 
and, according to the Public Printer 
costs $240 to print. ' 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

Mr. REES asked and was given per
missi?n to address the House today for 
10 mmutes following disposition of mat
ters on .the Speaker's desk and at the 
conclusion of any special orders hereto-
fore entered. · 

Mrs. BOLTON of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 15 minutes on Monday and Tuesday 
next, following any special orders here
tofore entered. 

Mr. JACKSON of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House on Monday next for 1 hour fol
lowing any special orders heretofore en
tered. 

. EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. JAVITS asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD in four instances and include ex
traneous material. 

Mr: POULSON asked and w~s given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an editorial. 

Mr. MORTON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD in two instances and include ex
traneous matter. 

M'.r. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend the remarks he will make in 
Committee of the Whole today and in
clude statistical tables and extracts on 
farm legislation. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD in three instances and include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. PATTEN a.sked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 

· Mr. DOYLE asked and was given per
mission to. extend his remarks in the 
RECORD in two instances and include 
editorials. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the RECORD and include a statement 
by Oen. Bedell Smith. 
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